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To digest the bitter experiences of National Socialism, sociology has to choose 
a double strategy: firstly, scientific and secondly, historical. Not only is it 
necessary to carry out an analysis of its deeds, but National Socialism as a 
historical possibility has to be studied as well. 


Ralf Dahrendorf! 


I 


During the 1980s, debate began in the Federal Republic of Germany about the 
role of sociology in the Third Reich. Controversy between René König and 
Helmut Schelsky provided one of the triggers for these debates,? which led to 
the studies of Papcke, Jaeggi, Rammstedt, Klingemann, Cobet and others.? 
These may be seen as clearing the way for further study including the following 
analysis of social science literature in the crucial years 1933 to 1945. Only 
recently has relevant discussion about this subject begun to take place outside 


! R. Dahrendorf, Pfade aus Utopia (Munich, 1968), p. 101. I thank O. Rammstedt for his 
comments on a first draft; M. Fennema for his advice on methodological questions; Alison Fisher 
and Kim Hershorn for their effective help with the translation. I am also grateful for the criticism 
offered by the editors of German History. This article is an hommage to Hans-Ulrich Wehler 
who encourages us by his example and who is now wrestling with the immense task of writing 
a Gesellschaftsgeschichte on the period covered in this article. 

2 R. König, ‘Uber das vermeintliche Ende der deutschen Soziologie vor der Machtergreifung 
des Nationalsozialismus’, Kólner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, 36 (1984), 1— 
43 with abundant literature on the debate. 

? Some recent writings are S. Papcke, ‘Die deutsche Soziologie zwischen Totalitarismus und 
Demokratie', Politik und Zeitgeschichte (Supplement to Das Parlament), 17 May 1980; C. Klin- 
gemann (ed.), Rassenmythos und Sozialwissenschaften in Deutschland (Opladen, 1987); D. 
Kasler, Die frühe deutsche Soziologie 1909 bis 1934 und ihre Enstehungs-Milieus (Opladen, 
1984); O. Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie 1933-1945. Die Normalität einer Anpassung 
(Frankfurt/Main, 1986); W. Bergmann et al., Soziologie im Faschismus 1933-1945 (Cologne, 
1981); U. Jaeggi et al., Geist und Katastrophe (Berlin, 1983); Chr. Cobet (ed.), Einführung in 
Fragen an die Soziologie in Deutschland nach Hitler 1945-1950 (Frankfurt/Main, 1988). A 
general overview is given in W. Mommsen, ‘Die Geschichtswissenschaft und die Soziologie 
unter dem Nationalsozialismus', in H. Coing et al. (eds.), Wissenschaftsgeschichte seit 1900 
(Frankfurt/Main, 1992), pp. 54-85. 
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Germany. It has followed the German debate closely and remains rather super- 
ficial.^ 

These debates cleared the way in another sense as well. They demonstrated 
convincingly that, like any other group of scientists, sociologists too supported 
the regime wholeheartedly. The debates also showed to a certain extent how 
sociologists played their part in the dirty work. With regard to the very neces- 
sary discussions about *who is guilty', good research has been done in the 
studies mentioned above. However, a sense of satisfaction would be premature. 
This kind of discussion must be continued and clearly related to the Third 
Reich—and post-war—history of other disciplines inside and outside Ger- 
many.? Furthermore, we have to dig deeper and cannot simply accept the con- 
clusions of the earlier discussions. At the very least a bridge must be built 
between these discussions and what I call ‘the new generation research’ of 
people like Michael Burleigh or Gótz Aly, in both a qualitative and a quanti- 
tative sense. 

In a qualitative sense, refining the discussion about collaboration with Naz- 
ism is still a desideratum. This is demonstrated below (Section II), where the 
dubious and hitherto unknown conduct during the Third Reich of one of the 
best German sociologists is discussed. This kind of research makes unavoidable 
the drawing of far-reaching conclusions about the post-war performance not 
only of scientists but also of government institutions (army, etc.) or of some 
private interests. In terms of the Leitmotiv of this article one can say: this 
research has reached the stage where earlier possibilities can be easily identified 
with actual socio-political positions. For instance, it seems a question not only 
of 'historical justice' to demand a more thorough investigation of the SPD's 
pre-war performance; the example discussed in Section II concerns a highly 
important SPD ideologue. Anyway, it is clear that with the Aly-Burleigh ef 
al. approach a change of paradigm has been established, and future investi- 
gation can no longer stick to the sincere and necessary but hitherto super- 
ficial research. 

In a quantitative sense, a striking shortcoming of the research is the lack of 
data of a ‘grass roots’ character. The main part of this article is devoted to 


* S. P. Turner and D. Kasler (eds.), Sociology Responds to Fascism (London and New York, 
1992) with articles on the Austrian, Italian, German, etc. situation 1918-45. These interesting 
surveys should be combined with, for example, the ones compiled in H. Lehmann and J. Van 
Horn Melton (eds.), Path of Continuity. Central European Historiography from the 1930s to 
the 1950s (Washington, D.C., 1994). For many reasons these are astonishingly one-sided contri- 
butions about the main protagonists in National Socialist historiography and sociology (Aubin, 
Brunner, Conze, Freyer, Schieder, Rothfels, etc.), who remained in positions of power in Ger- 
many after 1945. 

5 A good example of the new differentiated discussion about collaboration with Nazism is K. 
Schönwälder, Historiker und Politik. Geschichtswissenschaft im  WNationalsozialismus 
(Frankfurt/Main and New York, 1992). The post-war effects of the way historians generally 
behaved during the Nazi regime have not yet been evaluated. See H. Derks, ‘Uber die Faszination 
des Haus-Konzeptes’, Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 22 (1996), 220-42, and Derks, Deutsche 
Westforschung 1918—1998 (forthcoming, 1999). 
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such research. Within the academic realm the discussion about collaboration 
with Nazism stopped short before the point at which interesting relations could 
be discovered with broader areas of sociological activities. These can be indi- 
cated by addressing the following related questions: ‘With which subjects were 
the social sciences dealing in the years 1933 to 1945?' and ‘What changes did 
the social sciences undergo in this period?' These in fact rather banal questions 
have not yet been answered adequately, and they are a precondition for arriving 
at explanations. 

In the preface to his Deutsche Soziologie, Otthein Rammstedt comments on 
the absence of the data necessary to continue research, and provides a bibli- 
ography of 3,400 titles which he rightly describes as “a unique amount of infor- 
mation which has not yet been discussed'. In this article, I use this bibliography 
to undertake a historical analysis of the way the social sciences were practised 
during the years 1933 to 1945. The categories used, the difficulties met when 
analysing book titles, and related questions will be discussed in Section III. 
However, it should be noted here that it is impossible in this article to show 
all the results of that analysis. There are limitations to digesting quantitative 
data and also technical limits to displaying all possible variables. Therefore, 
data were selected which still cover 60 per cent of all the data analysed. The 
way this selection was made is also discussed in Section III. 

It is necessary to explain the use of the term ‘social sciences’ instead of 
‘sociology’. It is difficult to understand why Rammstedt called his list *Socio- 
logical Literature in the Third Reich' while including titles which had nothing 
to do with sociology as I learned it. It may be that Rammstedt was influenced 
by the post-war understanding of sociology. Before the Second World War, 
the concept and practice of sociology were well known in Germany, but only 
a few scholars wanted to call themselves sociologists. The attempts to define 
this discipline by scholars from Simmel to Freyer and Von Wiese resulted in 
very little agreement about the subject matter. The Nazi regime itself, further- 
more, used Deutsche Soziologie (German sociology) for specific purposes, as 
will be discussed below. Generally, ‘social sciences’ was used particularly but 
not exclusively outside the National Socialist realm. Two examples will illus- 
trate this point. 

In 1936 the Notgemeinschaft Deutscher Wissenschaftler in Ausland 
(Emergency Organization of German Scientists Abroad) issued a list of 1,639 
‘Displaced German Scholars’ from all academic branches: nearly one thousand 
belonged to the natural sciences and medicine while nearly three hundred 
belonged to the humanities (Geisteswissenschaften).° The remaining scholars 
were classified under social sciences, and they included economists (50 per 
cent!), lawyers, historians, psychologists, pedagogues and sociologists (only 10 


© I. Srubar (ed.), Exil, Wissenschaft, Identität. Die Emigration deutscher Sozialwissenschaftler 
1933—1945 (Frankfurt/Main, 1988), pp. 160ff. 
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per cent). In another general bibliography, the Deutsches Schrifttum im Kriege,’ 
the term ‘Sociology’ was absent as a heading and found only in some book 
titles. The heading ‘Social Sciences’ appeared as a sub-division of economy 
(Wirtschaft). 

Although Rammstedt’s list contains ‘literature not used or probably used by 
sociologists, and sociological literature’, one may note that Rammstedt and 
others have done a very good job by lifting the veil to reveal the ‘sociologists’ 
actual work situation in the Third Reich’. For my part, I do not want to suggest, 
on the basis of a strict definition of the sociological literature in his list, that 
sociologists were not involved—or were involved only to a very limited 
extent—in the Nazi regime's activities. Instead, we need to use a framework 
in which all available forms of ‘social knowledge’ in the period can be covered. 
That framework is much better provided by the term ‘social sciences’ than 
by 'sociology'.? Furthermore, the reconstruction of the existing interrelations 
between disciplines is highly important. 


II 


Erroneous opinions about 'sociology in the Nazi period' began to circulate 
immediately after the war. At a congress of the Deutsche Gesellschaft für So- 
ziologie (German Sociological Society) in 1948, Leopold von Wiese encour- 
aged his colleagues to stop talking about that dreadful time in academic life 
(‘in order not to reopen old wounds’). A ‘great silence’ about connections 
between National Socialism, war and the German social scientists was estab- 
lished. In itself this is an astonishing achievement, because almost no other 
branch of German academic activity, except historians until recently, could 
escape accusations of ardently supporting the National Socialist ideology and 
regime. Yet that ‘great silence’ was not a result of some conspiracy, although 
von Wiese’s call certainly helped to bring it about. 


? Deutsches Schrifttum im Kriege 1939-1942, ed. Börsenverein der deutschen Buchhändler 
(Leipzig, 1943) is an interesting publication. It must be one of the last (if not the last) of its 
kind with about 7,000 titles (439 pages each containing an average of sixteen titles). The first 
ten main headings are: ‘Technik’ with the extremely large number of seventy pages; ‘Medizin’, 
thirty-six; ‘Recht’, twenty-seven; 'Altertumswissenschaf? and 'Sprach- und Literaturwissen- 
schaft" both with twenty-three pages; ‘Mittlere und Neuere Geschichte’ , twenty-two; 'Jugendsch- 
riften’ and ‘Landwirtschaft’ both with twenty-one; ‘Wirtschaft’, nineteen and ‘Schöne Literatur’ 
with eighteen pages. Within these pages many NS works are listed. The typical NS items, how- 
ever, are assigned to a lower position like ‘Rassenkunde’, sixteenth, ‘Volk und Reich’, twenty- 
fourth and ‘National Sozialistische Bewegung’ with only three pages, twenty-seventh out of thir- 
ty! 

* W. Fuchs-Heinritz et al. (eds.), Lexikon zur Soziologie (Opladen, 1995), p. 623. Amongst 
‘Sozialwissenschaften’ (social sciences) the authors reckon sociology and social psychology as 
*basic sciences' which have to be accompanied by, among others (!), economy, political science 
and law. They forgot the most important, history, let alone the famous historische Sozialwissen- 
schaft of Hans-Ulrich Wehler and others to which category, in fact, my own article belongs. 
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In the 1950s remarkable rationalizations began to circulate:? in 1933 all 
activities in the German social science departments had stopped work immedi- 
ately (König); nearly 50-75 per cent of all social scientists had emigrated (von 
Ferber, Dahrendorf);'° the Nazis despised sociology as ‘a Jewish science’ 
(Schelsky); sociology was too dangerous for the Nazi regime, because sociol- 
ogists could expose its ideological content too quickly (Adorno).'! The events 
of the 1960s reinforced such a picture because sociologists, for whatever rea- 
son, were identified with the barricades against ‘the establishment’. Conse- 
quently, many people thought of National Socialism and sociology as utterly 
incompatible and of sociology as non-existent in the years 1933-45. In the 
1960s, Ralf Dahrendorf was one of the few who remembered that famous soci- 
ologists such as Tónnies, Geiger, Alfred Weber, Freyer, Sombart, Gehlen, Vier- 
kandt, etc. had also stayed and worked in Nazi Germany or supported the 
regime (in)directly. Nevertheless, questions about German sociology and Naz- 
ism remain.'? 


The case of Theodor Geiger: For Dahrendorf, Theodor Geiger (1891—1952) is 
no less than ‘one of the most important German sociologists’. Kónig reinforces 
such a glorification and adds that Geiger can be seen ‘as a critical Marxist’, 
as ‘beneficial’ for most ‘engaged’ sociologists of the left as well as of the right 
and as ‘incorruptible’.'? Also relevant is M. Rainer Lepsius’s remarkable thesis 
that racial theory and sociology are utterly incompatible or that a sociology 
purely oriented to a racial biology must be impossible.'^ The following infor- 
mation about Geiger's behaviour will demonstrate that these judgements are 
untenable. 


° H. Maus, ‘Bericht Über die Soziologie in Deutschland 1933 bis 1945', Kölner Zeitschrift für 
Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, 11 (1959), 72-99; Dahrendorf, Pfade, pp. 89-103; A. Zinn, 
*Gehasst oder instrumentalisiert? Soziologie im Dritten Reich', Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 21 
(1992), 347-65 with reactions from C. Klingemann in ibid., 22 (1993), 147-54. 

'? Dahrendorf, Pfade, p. 92 even supposes that ‘two-thirds of all German sociologists of the 
Weimar Republic emigrated' and 'sociology ... nearly disappeared altogether. See note 75. 

!! S. Turner, ‘Sociology and Fascism in the Interwar Period: the Myth and its Frame’, in 
Turner and Kásler (eds.), Sociology, pp. 1-14. 

12 For example, the recent biography by Friedrich Lengers of Werner Sombart (1994) provoked 
a controversy with Kurt Sontheimer, who castigated the author for his blindness to Sombart's 
anti-Semitism and other sins: Die Zeit, 4 Nov. 1994, p. 15. 

13 Konig, ‘Uber das vermeintliche Ende’, pp. 27-31. Most astonishing is his canonization by 
the SPD in an article (“Theodor Geiger’ ) by trade unionist H. P. Bleuel, in a book edited by 
the SPD ideologue P. Glotz together with W. Langenbucher (eds.), Vorbilder für Deutsche. 
(Munich, 1986), pp. 134—58. Here Geiger is even compared with people like Rosa Luxemburg, 
Carl von Ossietzky and Fritz Bauer, which is a shame. It is not astonishing that a Geiger revival 
has started through S. Bachmann (ed.), Theodor Geiger, Soziologie in einer Zeit 'zwischen 
Pathos und Nuchternheit'. Beiträge zu Leben und Werk (Berlin, 1995). The spirit in which the 
chapters are written can be indicated by a quotation from the influential socio-philosopher Hans 
Albert. Geiger is *... in all respects the classical German sociologist, who ... showed convinc- 
ingly how, within the framework of a theory, inspired by the usual natural scientific theory- 
building, critical information [Aufklärung] can be given’ (p. 92). 

^ M. Rainer Lepsius (ed.), ‘Soziologie in Deutschland und Osterreich 1918-1945’, in Kölner 
Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie. Sonderheft 23 (1981), 7—23. 
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Before 1933 Geiger was a well-known sociologist and a member of the SPD. 
Certainly he was a politically active sociologist, but he was never a Marxist, 
let alone a critical Marxist of an anti-Stalinist or ‘anti-authoritarian’ persuasion. 
By the 1920s and 1930s in Germany, the cleavages between political parties 
had become unbridgeable, and to be ‘beneficial’ to the left as well as to the 
right was rather difficult. This qualification seems more appropriate, because 
Geiger was not ‘incorruptible’, as we shall see. Around 1936 he emigrated to 
Denmark"? and fled to Sweden when Denmark was conquered by the Germans. 
After the war, Geiger was one of the few who more or less apologized ‘for 
the sins of my own past'.'^ He never elaborated on the sins he had committed. 

With regard to these ‘sins’, Dahrendorf mentions only a dubious letter which 
Geiger sent to the Dean of his university on 1 September 1933 in order to 
convince him of his deep national loyalty. Both Dahrendorf and Kónig use this 
to illustrate the dilemmas of emigrants. Although some compromised them- 
selves in relatively unimportant respects, most emigrants criticized not only 
National Socialism as such but also all ideas which helped to construct its 
ideology and buttressed the regime.'" But the Geiger who was revealed in his 
letter cannot be regarded in this manner, because Heinz Maus has already pro- 
vided more information about a person who betrayed himself to win new status 
and power. In 1932 Geiger had left the SPD. In the letter of 1 September 1933 
he stressed how he had always opposed 'the Marxist-materialist ideology, so 
called Kulturbolschewismus (cultural Bolshevism) and Freidenkertum (free- 
thinking)’, that he never stopped supporting ‘national thoughts especially 
related to the war-policy and the “war-guilt-lie”’ and that he had always propa- 
gated ‘the realization of a German national socialism’. All this indeed supports 
the impression that Geiger was highly opportunistic. Maus further informs us 
that in 1934 Geiger published a book called ‘Erbpflege’ in which he proclaimed 
his agreement with some National Socialist writers, notwithstanding his 'criti- 
cism of the scientific basis of eugenics which became part and parcel of the 
racist ideology'.!? Apparently first-class scholars such as Dahrendorf and König 
seem to be unaware of Geiger’s opinions and studies during these first years 
of the Nazi regime.'? 


15 Why and when he emigrated is unknown. In his long introduction to T. Geiger, Arbeiten 
zur Soziologie (Neuwied, 1962), pp. 21ff, Trappe suggestively seems to upgrade Geiger's 
eugenic writings as critical of National Socialism. 

16 Cited by Dahrendorf, Pfade, p. 90. 

17 Ibid., p. 93. For the role of emigrants see Turner and Käsler (eds.), Sociology, pp. 150-4. 

18 Maus, ‘Bericht’, p. 75. 

1 Dahrendorf uses Maus's article but informs us about Geiger in a much more positive way. 
Like Dahrendorf, Kónig, who worked closely with Geiger in Sweden, does not mention the 
eugenic writings. In this light Kónig's memorial article “Theodor Geiger (1891—1952)', Acta 
Sociologica (Scand.), 1 (1955/6), 3-9 is curious reading. Maus himself obviously did not read 
Geiger's Erbpflege (or did not understand it), otherwise he could not have talked about an 
‘innocent title’ and could not have stressed, in particular, its regime-unfriendly criticism. Gener- 
ally, one thinks of Geiger's pre-war writings on National Socialism as devastating for this move- 
ment. Geiger, however, stresses that he is not critical of National Socialism: the one who thinks 
that he *underestimates not only the writer but also the object of his writings, the National 
Socialist movement'! Geiger, Arbeiten, p. 335. In the present literature it is disappointing that 


9107 ‘EL [dy uo AjIsIoATUA YIOX MON W /310'spourofp10]xo'u$8//:dju uro popeojumoq 


Social Sciences in Germany, 1933-1945 183 


Geiger published about 600 pages devoted to eugenic and racial policies in 
well-known journals and books issued by well-known publishers during the 
years 1933—35.?? By doing this, Geiger in fact helped to pave the way for the 
Nazi sterilization and euthanasia programme in which at least 200,000 innocent 
people were murdered and about 350,000 faced compulsory sterilization. In 
the preface to Erbplege Geiger not only indicated how his work was in agree- 
ment with the new law on sterilization,*! he also clearly defined his own work 
as part and parcel of the state's reproduction policy (Fortpflanzungspolitik). He 
explained its aims as concern for a racially clean population (Rassenpflege) 
and for a clean hereditary condition for the population through the eradication 
of sick or otherwise bad hereditary influences (Erbpflege or Rassepflege).?? 

Geiger thought of himself as a specialist in Erbpflege. He also accepted the 
purpose of Rassenpflege described by him as follows: ‘If a racial element within 
the population is valued less, then the aim of the racial policy must be defence 
against the infiltration of this racial element into the hereditary structure of the 
rest of the population and the highest possible quantitative reduction of the 
pure representatives of that race.’** At that time Geiger's assessment had to 
encompass Jews and Gypsies at least. In his Erbpflege he also clearly uses 
typically discriminatory jargon such as Untermenschen (subhumans), Min- 
derwertigen (inferiors), Ausmerzung (culling), etc. For Geiger, the first two 
categories had to be treated by the state by means of ‘compulsory sterilization’ 
and many other measures.”* 


Geiger is not treated even in M. Burleigh, Death and Deliverance. ‘Euthanasia’ in Germany 
1900-1945 (Cambridge, 1994). 

? See Geiger, Arbeiten, pp. 466ff. Some titles are: Erbpflege. Grundlagen, Planung, Grenzen 
(Stuttgart, 1934). Furthermore there are Samfund og Arvelighed (Copenhagen, 1935); ‘Die Für- 
sorge im Licht der Volksbiologie’, Freie Wohlfahrtspflege, 8 (1934), 416-30; 'Soziologische 
Kritik der eugenischen Bewegung', Veróffentlichungen auf dem Gebiet der Medizinalverwaltung, 
40 (1933); ‘Erbpflege und Sozialpolitik’, Archiv für soziale Hygiene und Demographie (1933), 
223-9; *Eugenik. Soziologische Betrachtungen’, Soziale Praxis, 42 (1933), 35-43, 65-70; *Nat- 
ürliche Auslese, soziale Schichtung und das Problem der Generationen', Kólner Vierteljahres- 
hefte für Soziologie, 12 (1933), 159-83. 

?! About the impact and content of that law see E. Klee, Euthanasie im NS-Staat. Die ‘Vernich- 
tung Lebensunwerten Lebens’ (Frankfurt/Main, 1994), pp. 34-48. See also Burleigh, Death, 
pp. 54ff. 

7? Here Geiger introduces a subtle but important difference between Rassenpflege and Rasse- 
pflege which indicates the strong mutual relationship between the two kinds of genocide the 
Nazis were developing. This relationship is often denied for many reasons, but it could best be 
seen as genocide against an external enemy (Rassenpflege) and genocide against the own 
(nternal) enemy as a consequence of the same Fortpflanzungspolitik. See also K. Nowak, 
‘Euthanasie’ und Sterilisierung im ‘Dritten Reich’. Die Konfrontation der evangelischen und 
katholischen Kirche (Góttingen, 1984), pp. 64—77 for the mutual relationship between Erbpflege 
and Rasse(n)pflege. 

?3 Geiger, Erbpflege, p. iii. ‘Wird aber ein innerhalb der Bevölkerung vertretenes Rassenele- 
ment als solches minderbewertet, so ist das fortpflanzungspolitische Ziel sowohl Abwehr gegen 
das Eindringen dieses Rassengutes in die Erbstróme der übrigen Bevólkerung als auch móglich- 
ste zahlenmaBige Beschränkung der reinen Vertreter dieser Rasse.’ The ultimate understatement 
comes from P. Trappe, Geiger's biographer. He not only sticks to the untenable opinion that 
Geiger opposed ‘the scientists who already argued in the spirit (Geist) of National Socialism’; 
he also states that Erbpflege was ‘at that time [!] not typically National Socialist ...’ 

*4 See Geiger, Erbpflege, pp. 101, 102 for an example. 
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Geiger knew very well that ‘at that time’ the Roman Catholic church forbade 
this sterilization.” In no way did he criticize any aspect of National Socialism, 
but instead opposed people who did not understand the need for large-scale 
organizations to carry out tasks such as sterilization; who did not combine 
hereditary policies with comprehensive social policies; or who opposed the 
large-scale agro-political measures proposed by the peasant Führer Darré;? or 
who defended racial purity measures only on biological grounds. Elsewhere,? 
Geiger showed how he could aggressively defend his case. At this juncture, 
he was more radical in the case of ‘compulsory sterilization’ than was the 
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Rassenhygiene (German Society for Eugenics) and 
the existing law which proposed sterilization only by consent. Geiger con- 
tinued: 


I consider the objections of the lawyers to compulsory sterilization as basically false ... 
Even less acceptable is the opinion that compulsory sterilization would be an intolerable 
violation of personal freedom. The liberal ideal of freedom ... is nearly as dead as a 
doornail; if a measure is necessary from the point of view of the people [volksnotwen- 
dig], personal freedom has to step aside. It is also difficult to defend the argument that 
a society which imprisons for six weeks somebody who refuses to be a witness should 
refrain from violating the integrity of the body by means of sterilization. 


Half a year later Geiger would be satisfied with the new sterilization law. 

In short, these writings are the work not of an opportunist but of a believer— 
the writings of somebody who wants to be more Catholic than the Pope. This 
impression is reinforced by his book-length publication about eugenics after 
he emigrated to Denmark. 

From the Geiger example one can draw the obvious conclusion that a lot of 
research still needs to be done. However, it is also necessary to learn that the 
judgements of famous scholars cannot be taken at face value. Geiger as ‘one 
of the most important German sociologists’ also demonstrates how his disci- 
pline could be instrumental to a regime in a most crucial and ‘biological’ way. 
Furthermore, his criticism of the one-sidedness of hereditary policies (i.e. that 
they stress only biological aspects) opens the way for the acceptance of multi- 
or interdisciplinary ways of working and thinking. This certainly would 
increase the effectiveness of policies and, in the end, the ability of a regime 


?5 Ibid. Here Geiger even tells us: ‘The new German law has now overwhelmed the inner 
resistance of Catholicism ... I consider that a blessing ... Whether [the church] approves of 
sterilization is of little importance to the German state and the people if only church-oriented 
people are educated in an erbpflegerische sense.’ See also Klee, Euthanasie, pp. 106-19. This 
contradicts Trappe, who stressed Geiger’s strong affinities to the Roman Catholic church. 

6 Geiger, Erbpflege, p. 106. 

7 Geiger, ‘Eugenik’, p. 69. A strong criticism of this kind of opinion is later given by Assessor 
Rulffs, ‘Die Sterilisierung geistig Minderwertiger nach geltenden und künftigem deutschen 
Recht’, Soziale Praxis, 42 (1933), 442-6. Rulffs already mentions the possibility of killing these 
Minderwertigen, but he adds that this is contrary to ‘dem sittlichen und rechtlichen Empfinden 
des deutschen Volkes' (p. 443). According to him, the question of coercive sterilization cannot 
be discussed within a decade or so (p. 446). However, on 14 July 1933 a sterilization law was 
published which accepted conditionally coercive sterilization. 
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to survive and points to a general insight into the workings of the social 
sciences in Nazi Germany and into how the (social) sciences changed when 
subject to severe socio-political pressures. It could, however, also lead to the 
questioning of the current problems of interdisciplinary work— something 
which, in my view at least, is worth pursuing.?? 

A serious barrier to comprehensive research into the (pre-)war position of 
the social sciences is not only the obvious lack of information, but also the 
post-war image of sociology as a non-, if not anti-, Nazi weapon. Furthermore, 
the naiveté of the most important sociologists concerning the behaviour of their 
colleagues cannot favour the development of critical judgement in their stu- 
dents. It therefore took about thirty years for the first relevant studies about a 
'real history of the social sciences' in pre-war Germany to be published. The 
results so far clearly show why this academic discipline has to be stripped 
finally of its carefully nurtured innocence. Certainly the new literature helps 
to overcome old prejudices about this branch of knowledge, but Dahrendorf's 
programme, as outlined in the quotation at the beginning of this article, is far 
from fulfilled. Therefore, the history of science of this period must be re- 
searched again and again with the aim of discovering what really went wrong. 
As is shown above, the self-knowledge of German and other sociologists is 
still not very developed. Now we know that these social scientists played their 
part in the dirty work of the regime, but that conclusion is only the beginning. 

Dahrendorf has already shown how a special brand of sociology developed 
in those years, a sociology des deutschen Volkstums (of German traditions).?? 
His remarks have not had much influence in altering the already established 
image of the German social sciences. But the fact that ‘certain central themes 
of social scientific research seem to be discredited in Germany ... and will be 
rehabilitated with hesitation’*° rightly points to a deep-rooted, rather irrational 
knowledge about important characteristics of Nazi sociology. Dahrendorf, at 
least, relates this sociology to demography, certain questions in ethnology, the 
discussion of social Darwinism, the whole of agrarian sociology and urban and 
regional planning (Raumplanung). Of course, these indications are too vague, 
and we have to look for clarification. This can be found partly by means of 
the quantitative picture of the social sciences which will be sketched below. 
The aim of this kind of analysis is to answer the two questions posed above 
(Section I). Now a third can be added: How correct is Dahrendorf’s view of 
the subject matter of sociology in those years? The answers to these questions 
form a small but necessary precondition to developing Dahrendorf's pro- 
gramme. 


?8 J. Kocka (ed.), Interdisziplinaritüt (Frankfurt/Main, 1987) is an interesting introduction to 
the discussion. 

Dahrendorf, Pfade, pp. 94-9. 

30 Ibid., p. 99. 
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HI 


Let us take as our starting point the bibliography compiled by Rammstedt and 
his colleagues (altogether six persons), which is the largest available list of 
relevant book titles. The categories used, the difficulties met with when analys- 
ing book titles, how representative the data are, and related questions will be 
considered here. Generally speaking, many provisos?! are necessary to make 
quantitative analyses a basis for conclusions about the ‘instrumentalization’ of 
an important section of academic knowledge. As this is the first time an analysis 
like this has been attempted, it has a certain experimental character. 

First, there is the question of the quality of the data. Rammstedt’s list of 
3,400 titles is mainly derived from volumes 29 (1933) to 38/39 (1942/43) of 
the Bibliographie der Sozialwissenschaften (BdS; Bibliography of the Social 
Sciences) and from some other minor sources. Rammstedt et al. intended to 
include all relevant titles to give the most reliable representation of sociology 
in the Third Reich. There is no reason to criticize this selection as such, 
although the criteria Rammstedt et al. used are unspecified. The list is in alpha- 
betical order, and to produce a representative sample, I chose one title from a 
random letter of the alphabet until the target number was reached. 

The methodology of the procedure which I followed is simple in principle, 
but rather complicated in its consequences. I classified the 1,698 titles chosen 
at random (publications, P) into books (B) and articles (A). According to their 
publication I could divide them into three periods: 1 January 1933 to 31 
December 1936 (Period I), 1 January 1937 to 31 December 1941 (Period ID, 
and 1 January 1942 to 31 December 1944 (Period III). In 1945 there were very 
few publications, and therefore the last date mentioned was also the end of 
the analysis. 

Furthermore, according to their content I divided the titles into eighteen main 
headings corresponding to the thirteen scientific disciplines covered in the bibli- 
ography, and five significant subjects (“Science’, ‘Population’, "Town-Country 
Relations’, ‘Religion’, and ‘National Socialism’). These main headings were 
divided again into 133 sub-headings. Only the subject ‘National Socialism’ is 
subdivided again, into thirty-one (sub-)sub-headings. A few examples will 
show how this method works and its advantages regarding differentiation. 

The main heading ‘Philosophy’ has six sub-headings: ‘Philosophy of His- 
tory’, ‘Philosophy and Nature’, ‘Ganzheitskonzepte’ (‘Holistic Concepts’), 
‘Philosophy of Culture’, ‘Existential Philosophy’ and “General Aspects’. The 


3! Tn this case the most obvious proviso is the capacity of one person to handle a large amount 
of data. For my purposes it was not very appropriate to use software like ‘Famulus’? which 
would be even more time-consuming. I am not aware of currently available programs which 
really assist the exploitation of large numbers of book titles by one person, as is done below. 
In my opinion, only better scanning techniques than are available at present could have helped 
in this work. So, the old ‘hand-made tools’ remain the quickest and most reliable. 
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single most important main heading, “National Socialism’, has ten sub-head- 
ings: ‘Germanen’ (‘the German Tribe’), ‘Fiihrerprinzip’ (‘Leadership 
Principle’), ‘Race’, ‘Volkskunde’ (‘Folklore’), ‘Jews’, ‘the Third Reich’, ‘Fas- 
cism’ (in particular, Italian fascism), ‘War’, ‘Der Staat’ (‘the State’), and 'Gen- 
eral Aspects’. Next, the sub-heading “Der Staat’ is again subdivided into: ‘Der 
Staat und Fiirsorge’ (‘State and Welfare’), ‘State and Volk/Nation’, ‘State and 
Lebensraum’, ‘State and Culture’, “State and Trade Unions’, ‘State and Foreign 
Policy’, ‘State and Wife/Family’. 

This already gives a first indication of the contents of this remarkable list. 
Among the main headings it is ‘Science’ which has the most sub-headings 
(twenty-four), followed by ‘Sociology’ with eighteen, ‘Economics’ with fifteen, 
‘Political Science’ with eleven and ‘National Socialism’ with ten. All the others 
have fewer sub-headings (‘Criminology’ has only one). The sub-headings for 
‘Science’ include ‘Deutsche Wissenschaft/ler' (‘German Science/Scientists'),?? 
‘Intellectuals’, ‘University’, and the widely used ‘Typusbegriff (‘Type- 
Concept’), and also a list of well-known scholars like Nietzsche, Hegel, Dil- 
they, Max Weber, Th. Litt, etc. 

My aim is to uncover the ‘hidden content’ of the bibliography as far as 
possible. From a methodological point of view, the question is: Which subject 
was of interest for the regime, when, and to what degree? 

The selection criteria used to assign titles to headings were derived from 
words in the titles in the bibliography. For example, the first five titles are: 
Über gestaltvergleichende Philosophie der Geschichte, Versuch einer 
erkenntnistheoretischen Grundlegung der Geschichtsphilosophie, 
“Wachstumsschwankungen mitteleuropáüischer Völker seit dem Mittelalter. Ein 
Beitrag zur Bevólkerungsgeschichte und -lehre’, *Landwirtschaftliche Wechsel- 
lagen. Berichte über Landwirtschaft’ and Die vélkerrechtliche Stellung der B- 
und C- Mandate. They were assigned, respectively, to the sub-headings ‘Philo- 
sophy of History’ (the first two), ‘Population History’, ‘Agriculture’ and ‘Inter- 
national Law’ in a straightforward manner. 

Generally speaking, the titles of articles were somewhat less clear than book 
titles, so the next step was to examine the name of the journal. The article 
"Totaler Staat? was published in the journal Luthertum, and ‘Geschäftsleute’ 
in the journal Freie Wohlfahrtspflege, revealing the true subject of the work 
in question. The author’s name was not chosen as a criterion because authors 
often wrote about different subjects. The remaining ambiguous titles (fewer 
than 3 per cent) were classified by me. 

There are some limitations to this study: the most obvious is the use of titles, 
which is clearly something different from studying the contents of books and 
articles. The title contains information, while the author(s) and the date of 
publication tell us about the subject; combined with other titles, these data 


?? The National Socialist brand of some science (social, physical, etc.) was always prefixed 
by ‘Deutsche’. 
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indicate the general interest in a particular subject. At that time, just like today, 
academic publications were usually submitted to critical review procedures. 
Therefore, academic titles provide relatively more information about the 
characteristics of academic life in a period than, for example, titles of novels do 
about novel-writing, especially if they concern a dramatic period like 1933-45. 

One technical limitation arose when a sub-heading did not contain enough 
titles to be of any statistical relevance. Then arbitrary decisions became neces- 
sary. As it is impossible to include all my results in this article, owing to their 
large number, a selection had to be made based on the criteria derived from 
the questions to be answered in this article: What were the important subjects 
in the social sciences? What changes can be registered in the popularity of 
these subjects? Is Dahrendorf’s characterization of Deutsche Soziologie (see 
the end of Section II) correct? 

In Section IV an overview is given of my results, followed in Section V by 
detailed analyses of disciplines such as ‘Sociology’, “Political Science’ and 
‘History’ and by analyses of the subjects ‘Science’ and ‘National Socialism’. 
Together they cover 60 per cent of all publications under consideration. 


IV 


The following overview of the results sets the scene for our detailed analysis. 
Figure 1 displays the trend of the publications in question in absolute terms. 
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Figure 1 Publications in German Social Sciences, 1933—45. The labels for the 
years display the situation as at 31 December 
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It falls clearly into three periods: 1933 to 1936 (I), 1937 to 1941 (II) and 1942 
to 1945 (IID.?? Table 1 reflects the same situation: half of all publications are 
concentrated in Period I, 32 per cent in Period II and only 18 per cent in the 
last period. On average, about two-thirds of the publications are articles. 
Period I is characterized by a strong decrease in publishing activities. The 
figures for 1933 are rather difficult to judge, however. They could be higher 
or lower than the value in 1932, or they could indicate a continuation of former 
times. In this respect, a quantitative evaluation of the Weimar period seems 
necessary (see Section VI). The content of the titles in 1933-4 reveals the 
predominance of declarations about programmes and new plans. Characteristic 
titles include: Volk und Staat als Grundlage des Reiches (E. Anrich, 1934), 
‘Die Stellung der Geisteswissenschaften im nationalsozialistischen Staate’ (Th. 
Litt, 1933) and Deutscher Nationalsozialismus. Eine Würdigung aus den Nie- 
derlanden (R. Steinmetz, 1933). Eleven of the articles written during these two 
years by the well-known political scientist Carl Schmitt belong to that cate- 


Table 1: Publications in German Social Sciences, 1933-45 


Year B A P B(%) A(%) P(%) 
(= B+A) 
Period 1 
1933 119 207 326 19 19 19 
1934 104 222 326 17 20 19 
1935 43 87 130 7 8 8 
1936 32 41 73 5 4 4 
Period II 
1937 74 96 170 12 9 10 
1938 44 90 134 7 8 8 
1939 65 75 140 10 7 8 
1940 26 32 58 4 3 3 
1941 25 23 48 4 2 3 
Period III 
1942 68 128 196 11 12 12 
1943 23 70 93 4 8 6 
1944 4 — 4 — — — 
1945 — — — — = — 


Total 627 1071 1698 100 100 100 
P = publications; A = articles; B = books. 


33 To avoid misunderstanding, in the rest of the article these three periods will be indicated 
by a capital ‘P’. 
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gory.** The main decrease in publications occurred in the second half of Period 
I, in 1935-6. One explanation is possibly that the initial enthusiasm was over, 
and scholars had to reflect on how to implement a new theory and come to 
terms with new political realities. Furthermore, the status struggles within the 
universities and the building up of new science infrastructures took a great deal 
of time (see also Section VI). 

Period II is also divided into two parts. In 1937-8 an increase in publications 
can be seen. A new theoretical framework had to be built and tested; new plans 
and projects in a National Socialist spirit started. The following works are 
typical: Max Hildebert Boehm’s Volkskunde, Hans Beyer’s numerous demo- 
graphic publications about central European regions (later the main actions of 
the Nazi regime), for example, ‘Zur Frage der Umvolkung’ (1937), ‘Sudeten- 
deutsche und Tschechen im Völkerrecht’ (1938), K. Pfeffer, Die deutsche 
Schule der Soziologie (1939), P. Alverdes, ‘Die Sprache als Ausdruck der 
Nation’ (1937), W. Classens, Thomistische Anthropologie in vélkisch-poli- 
tischer Sicht (1937), and the eight works of H. Mandels about race like ‘Rassen- 
seele und Weltanschauung’ (1938), etc. The second part of the period repeats 
the trend of a strong decrease, to the lowest level since 1933. The transform- 
ation to a war economy and society from 1938 onwards is the main reason for 
this decline. 

In Period III there was again a steep increase in publications at the beginning 
(1942-3) followed by a total collapse at the moment the war intensified. The 
first part of the period achieved a level not reached since 1934. The war, propa- 
ganda, aims and plans was the main subject of publications with titles such as 
Ewige Wirtschaft. Die Grundlage vom Wirtschaftsleben (F. Gottl-Ottlilienfeld, 
1943), *Grofiraumstatistik (W. Grävell, 1942), ‘Die Bismarckische Reichs- 
griindung von 1870/71 als gesamtdeutsches Ereignis’ (Th. Schieder, 1943), Carl 
Schmitt’s many contributions like Land und Heer. Eine weltgeschichtliche 
Betrachtung (1942) or ‘Raumrevolution. Vom Geist des Abendlandes’ (1942) 
and Karl Pfeffer's publications like Der englische Krieg—auch ein jüdischer 
Krieg (1942/3) or “Zur Geschichte der Judenfrage’ (1942), etc. From this gen- 
eral framework, let us turn to a detailed analysis. 


V 


How was the position of sociology regarded? This can be ascertained in general 
by looking for specific interrelations between several elements. In this section 
the main headings ‘Sociology’ (Heading 4), ‘Political Science’ (Heading 8) 
and ‘History (Historical Science)’ (Heading 13) are combined with the subjects 
‘Science’ (Heading 14) and ‘National Socialism’ (Heading 18) (Fig. 2, Table 


4 Including the most discussed publications like Der Begriff des Politischen, Staat, Bewegung, 
Volk, etc. 
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2). It is apparent that Heading 18 accounts for about a quarter of all publi- 
cations, a not unexpected discovery. Later on we will see which sub-headings 
are responsible for this result. It is remarkable that only Headings 18 and 14 
follow the period trend of Fig. 1 and that only Heading 18 has a stable number 
of publications in the first two years. All other main headings decrease sharply 
from 1933 onwards. It is also remarkable that 38 per cent of all publications 
were issued in the first two years; for 'Sociology' the proportion amounts to 
51 per cent. 


1. From ‘Sociology in Germany’ to Deutsche Soziologie 


The elucidation of this periodic trend of publications from 1933 to 1945 is the 
main result of this study. Rammstedt has proposed quite different stages. Up 
to 1936 he projects a phase of ‘practical sociology’, followed by one of ‘applied 
sociology’ ending in 1945.*° In his first period, he still sees sociology as an 


904 
854 
804 18 
751 
704 
654 
604 
554 
50 4 4 
45. ^ 
40 4 
354 
304 
254 
204 
154 
104 
54 


— NS (Headin M 
uasa Sociology in 

mu eadin 
piu Political Benoa HS. 
"7" —- History (Heading 1 


18) 


Heading 18) 


18 


1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 


Period | Period II Period III 


Figure 2 Publications under the headings ‘Sociology’, “Political Science’, “His- 
tory’, ‘Science’ and ‘National Socialism’, 1933-45. The labels for the years 
display the situation as at 31 December 


?5 Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, pp. 165ff. For the qualifications ‘practical’ and ‘applied’ 
Rammstedt (pp. 88ff) used Hans Freyer's reasonings from Freyer's Einleitung in die Soziologie 
(Leipzig, 1931), pp. 143-9. Rammstedt uncritically sticks to this terminology in the excellent 
Lexikon zur Soziologie (see note 8) of which he is one of the editors. See the heading ‘Soziologie, 
Deutsche’, p. 625. Whereas in 1986 he accepted Freyer’s view as his own, in 1995 he only 
mentioned this opinion as a self-definition of NS sociologists. One cannot develop an (historical) 
explanation for the rise of Deutsche Soziologie in this way. 
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autonomous discipline with its own realm and aims. As Freyer stated in his 
Einleitung in die Soziologie, sociology could *with the empirical ascertainment 
of the real’ intervene in the Volkwerdung (becoming a people) of the Germans 
under the Nazi regime. In Rammstedt's second period, sociology became 
nothing other than a weapon of the regime and its ideology, as supported by 
the fact ‘that the number of active sociologists decreased’ after 1936. 

The tripartite division proposed here (each part with its upward and down- 
ward movement) provides more opportunities for historical explanation (see 
below). One can also ask what it is that has to be ‘applied’ and which ‘theory’ 
has to become ‘practical’ in Rammstedt's two periods. He follows Freyer's 
hypothesis very closely and does not express other options. Partly this is due 
to the fact that the differences between ‘practical’ and ‘applied’ are not clear. 
Furthermore, my analysis shows that publications after 1936 did not decline 
in quantity or, to put it more correctly, they tailed off six or seven years later. 
One can assume, therefore, that either the number of active social scientists 
also decreased after 1942 or there was more ‘output’ per person after 1936. 

But what is the real place of ‘Sociology’ (Heading 4) in the Nazi regime's 
public life? It makes up only 10 per cent of all social scientific publications 
(170). Just over 63 per cent of these publications were published in Period I, 
24 per cent in Period II and only 13 per cent of the total in the last period. 
From these results one could easily construct arguments in favour of the opi- 
nions discussed in Section II: they could prove the thesis about the nearly total 
flight of sociologists in 1933; that sociology was a ‘Jewish science’, because 
it disappeared with the Jews, etc. The reality is very different. 

Take, for instance, the last period. Otto Ohlendorf's Inlandsnachrichtendi- 
enst ‘Deutsche Lebensgebiete’ (the Nazi equivalent of the Gallup Institute) 
employed at that time no fewer than 3,000 sociologists and about 30,000 fel- 
low-workers!*° This institute is Rammstedt’s example of ‘applied sociology’. 
In his bibliography, however, Ohlendorf's name does not appear and neither 
do any of the institute's many publications. Unfortunately, Rammstedt did not 
distinguish between a public and a secret sociology, or between a science and 
a craft. Only the latter can be kept secret, is not bound by publicly agreed rules 
of scrutiny, and belongs to the one who pays the most. This institute's work 
as a form of craft/'applied sociology' (better: as a kind of secret service), there- 
fore, was kept out of the bibliography and thus out of consideration in this 
study. 

Table 3 reveals that sociological publications are mainly devoted to three 
topics: ‘Sozialpolitik’ (‘Social Policy’), ‘Sociology of Labour’ and 'Gesell- 
schaftslehre' (‘Social Theory’). Data not reproduced here show that nearly 
three-quarters of the Sozialpolitik publications are clustered in the first period; 
this is also the case with 70 per cent of the ‘Labour Sociology’ category of 
which the remaining 30 per cent correspond with a second period of attention 


3° Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, pp. 155ff. 
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Table 3: Sub-headings of Heading 4, ‘Sociology’ 


Sub-headings B A P P 

(I= B+A) (96) 
4.1 Sozialpolitik (Social Policy) 11 27 38 22 
4.2. Sociology of Labour 11 22 33 19 
4.3. Gesellschaftslehre (Social Theory) 15 10 25 15 
4.4. General Sociology 7 5 12 7 
4.5 Social Psychology 4 7 11 7 
4.6 Cultural Sociology 5 5 10 6 
4.7 Agrarian Sociology 2 5 7 4 
4.8 Family Sociology 2 5 7 4 
4.9 Political Sociology 1 4 3 3 
4.10 Sociology of the Middle Class 1 4 5 3 
4.11 Sociology of Religion 2 2 4 2 
4.12 Sociology of Knowledge 2 2 4 2 
4.13 Other 2 7 9 6 
Total 65 105 170 100 


P = publications; B = books; A = articles. 


in 1942/3. The situation of ‘Gesellschaftslehre’ is different: it is evenly spread 
over the periods until 1940, when publishing under this heading stopped. 

From this, one can deduce that Rammstedt's qualification 'practical might 
be appropriate for Period I, as the first two sub-headings suggest. The theoreti- 
cal reflections produced during all periods show how seriously the Deutsche 
Soziologen tried to develop a ‘Gesellschaftslehre’. (In this case the given 
division into articles and books is certainly relevant.) But the relationship 
between ‘Gesellschaftslehre’ and 'Volkskunde(lehre)' has to be studied in more 
detail. It often was not easy to decide from the title to which of the two disci- 
plines a certain publication had to be assigned. 

Table 3 suggests the existence of a specific sociological concept not unfam- 
iliar to post-war social sciences. A typical Deutsche Soziologie is revealed only 
indirectly, because of the absence of ‘modern’ sociological categories like 
industrial and economic sociology, the sociology of organizations, or urban 
sociology and the like. To use the sub-headings as given makes it plausible 
that we are confronted with a conservative sociology. In this way of thinking, 
the family, the peasants, the middle classes are supposed to be the cornerstones 
of society, church and/or state. A Deutsche Soziologie, however, has to be 
defined in another way. 

The Deutsche Soziologen thought of themselves as instrumental to the 
National Socialist ideology and movement, having to justify themselves to that 
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Weltanschauung (world view) and regime.*’ This kind of sociology wanted to 
be an ‘expression of national existence’ and ‘weapon of a fighting people’ (K. 
Pfeffer). The ‘national-political whole’ gave sociology and sociologists not only 
their legitimisation and frame of reference but also the criteria to be used in 
their theory and daily practice. This means ‘practically’ that Deutsche Soziolo- 
gie had to be a Ganzheitswissenschaft (holistic science). The academic disci- 
pline of sociology could disappear, at least as it was studied in the Weimar 
period, in favour of an interdisciplinary setting.?? In this way the meaning of 
‘practical’ is quite clear: the Nazi ideology is the ‘theory’ which becomes *prac- 
tical’ by being presented as a real scientific theory concerning the interrelations 
between that ideology and practice. For this, a traditional Gesellschaftslehre 
must be mixed with a more or less established Volkskundelehre to create a new 
Ganzheitslehre from which criteria could be derived for practical applications. 
The aim is to establish a National Socialist Gesellschaftsordnung (social order). 
In this light it would not be appropriate to label a first phase of establishing a 
Deutsche Soziologie as ‘practical’: something that has to become ‘practical’ 
must first be invented from a redefinition and mixing of established traditions. 
Rammstedt's first phase ends in 1936/7, but it seems more accurate to call the 
first two years of the Nazi regime the *years of invention' and the following 
two years the ‘years of testing’. Generally speaking, the invention is actually 
a one-party dictatorship and a one-party society: the Nazi regime had to invent 
itself and then test the result in society. Concerning the development of a Deut- 
sche Soziologie, therefore, this Period I is quite innovative. 

Turning to the qualification 'applied' (angewandt) as characteristic of his 
second phase (1936 to 1945), Rammstedt ‘overlooked’ the transition of the 
entire society into a war economy and war society, certainly from 1938 
onwards. Period II ends definitively at the moment Operation Barbarossa, the 
conquest of the Soviet Union, started (May/June 1941). The transition to a war 
economy and society made it necessary to discipline and terrorize the whole 
population, to rationalize industry as well as agriculture, etc. This created a 
new situation, which was first reflected in the activities of social scientists. At 
the start of Period IL, for example, the first talk about Deutsche Soziologie as 
a ‘weapon of the regime’ was heard. Thus, German sociologists were preoccu- 
pied ideologically, and not technically, as is suggested by the term 'applied'. 

The same fanaticism used to wage war was also exhibited by sociologists 
when introducing war into the sciences and their institutions. About this trend 
in his second period Rammstedt says: 'By doing this the distance between 
sociological theory and National Socialist Weltanschauung was abolished." It 
is typical of Period II that *old-timers' like Sombart, Plenge, Spann or Freyer 
were more or less put aside. In 1933 they applauded the new regime and estab- 


37 Ibid., p. 116. 
38 This conclusion is to be drawn from Ibid., p. 113 note 168 and p. 135 note 25. Rammstedt 
himself does not see this. 
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lished for it a connection between traditional and National Socialist social 
thinking. The result of that connection was used for several purposes, but they 
themselves were not able to contribute decisively to the Volkwerdung 
(becoming a people), let alone to the Kriegwerdung (becoming a war) of the 
Germans and their regime. The young Deutsche Soziologen had won the battle 
for the institutions, and they were in the process of developing a new kind of 
social science. The change in positions of power took place from 1936-7 
onwards.” The ‘old-timers’ failed for several reasons: the story of Werner 
Sombart, his book Deutscher Sozialismus (1934) and the furious reactions even 
from ‘his own’ NS circles provide the best-known case. 


2. Das gescheite Theoretisieren (Intelligent Theorizing) 


The attribution of low status to National Socialist social sciences is based partly 
on the allegedly inferior quality of their theoretical performance. The many 
studies in the 1980s do not change this situation.^? 

Rammstedt discovered a serious aversion to theorizing in the work of the 
radicalizing *youngsters'. In his view, discussion of theoretical subjects was 
regarded as entartet (degenerate).! He supports this observation by quoting 
from Andreas Walther's Die neuen Aufgaben der Sozialwissenschaften (1939): 
"The showpiece of German sociology in the last decade before the revolution, 
“intelligent theorizing”, has been, together with so much other degeneracy, 
submerged by the National Socialist Revolution, but it has not been forgotten.’ 
From this quotation I can discern only a critique of sociological theory as 
developed during the Weimar period (Systemzeit) and a critique of theorizing 
for its own sake. Yet Walther displayed a positive attitude towards the Weimar 
period (‘but it has not been forgotten’). Rammstedt then refers to K. H. Pfeffer’s 
Die deutsche Schule der Soziologie (1939). In that book Pfeffer points to Fichte, 
Adam Müller, Herder, Hegel, Justus Möser, Arndt, List, Rodbertus, Constantin 
Franz, Lagarde, Riehl and Nietzsche as ‘classics’ of his ‘German School of 
Sociology'. These notables were highly popular in the Weimar period and 
belonged as well to the highest echelons of German theoreticians. 

It is, however, more important to conclude that there was no animosity 
towards theorizing in Period I or II and undoubtedly not enough time to theorize 
in Period III. Indeed, a large body of theory from the Nazi period was trans- 
planted without any difficulty into West German post-war science.” 


?? Ibid., pp. 107ff. 

40 A recent example is Mommsen, who thinks that in the social sciences one can see ‘a nearly 
full demolition of research in the macro-sociological area'. Only Arnold Gehlen stood out with 
theoretical work about Führungsstrukturen. For him, sociology could only excel as an empirical 
Herrschaftswissenschaft. Mommsen, ‘Die Geschichtswissenschaft’, p. 72. 

^! Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, p. 113. 

42 See Derks, ‘Uber die Faszination' for at least historical science and sociology. 
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Rammstedt does not define ‘theory’, but one can suppose it is the hypothesizing 
about ‘facts’ and the relations between these ‘facts’ (Table 4). 

Contrary to current opinion, about half of all ‘theoretical publications’ are 
concentrated in Period I (see Table 4). In Period II not even a small percentage 
discuss the way to derive meanings of Volkwerdung from the new 
theory/ideology and the older Gesellschaftslehre. As a discipline, this 
Gesellschaftslehre developed continuously until 1941. In this respect, it is com- 
parable only to Sozialpolitik. The most striking difference between Period I 
and II lies in the rating of Staatslehre (political theory), owing to its program- 
matic and propagandistic character: in Period II the position of the Nazi regime 
was beyond debate and, therefore, further development of the Staatslehre could 
be neglected.** 

Certainly, it is true that examples of animosity towards theorizing can be 
discovered, but perhaps no more so than in the contemporary situation. In any 
case, the fact that 25 per cent of all publications are devoted to theoretical 
reflection cannot be seen as insignificant. Furthermore, one has to consider that 
here the ‘theory production’ of disciplines such as anthropology, psychology, 
education etc. are not taken into account. 


Table 4: Theory-oriented Publications, 1933-45 


Period | Period Period Total 


I II "nii 
Gesellschaftslehre (Social Theory) 11 12 2 25 
Staatslehre (Political Theory) 28 6 10 44 
Volkskundelehre (Study of Folklore) 20 25 3 48 
Historical Theory 21 28 3 52 
Type-Concept 3 6 4 13 
Deutsche(s) Wissen(schaft/ler) 

(NS Science/Scientist) 49 44 19 112 
Philosophy 54 51 7 112 
Economic Ethics 7 1 11 
Economic Theory 3 1 6 
Philosophy of Law 5 1 - 6 
Total (a) 201 178 50 429 
All publications (b) 855 550 293 1698 
(a) as a percentage of (b) 24 32 17 25 


43 Here we must consider that we have to deal with several main and sub-headings from Table 
4 later on in the article and that ‘Volkskundelehre’ makes up about half of the sub-heading 
‘Volkskunde’. 


9107 ‘EL [dy uo AjIsIoATUA YIOX MON W /S10'seumofp1ozxo'y3//:dyy uro popeojumoq 


198 Hans Derks 


The paradox of this situation can be demonstrated in a comparison of the 
article on ‘Theorie’ in the 1943 edition of H. Schmidt’s well-known Philoso- 
phisches Wörterbuch“ and, for example, the same article in the 1969 issue. 
The texts are identical except for one important difference. In 1943 a long 
citation of Goethe is incorporated in which ‘freedom’ and ‘irony’ are the main 
concepts. These concepts disappeared in the 1969 issue in favour of an order 
concept and a mathematical formula, which could easily have been used within 
an authoritarian setting. This leads to interesting questions about differences 
and similarities between theory concepts in and after the Nazi regime, but that 
is not the purpose of this article. 


3. War and Social Science 


My last remarks about the heading ‘Sociology’ are related to Period III, the 
most dramatic of all three periods. With Kriegwerdung the concept and practice 
of ‘total integration’ appear to be the main items characterizing the period: all 
available knowledge and information were systematically integrated and 
directed to one single aim. From what angle the scientific information was 
gathered is not very important. In Period II the so-called Deutsche Soziologie 
was traditionally seen as a single scientific discipline, although at that time it 
was quite clear how inappropriate that discipline was for the regime. Instead 
of ‘university knowledge’, from 1937 onwards the increasing bureaucratization 
also brought ‘institute knowledge’ with fixed research objectives and projects, 
regulated financing and so on.** From that time there arose a centralization 
of research through political channels. The ‘knowledge is power’ maxim was 
understood very well, and the universities started competing avidly. New facul- 
ties were created to channel finances and also to perform specific tasks.*° The 
war economy, society and objectives (Lebensraum for external expansion, 
‘extermination of “foreign elements”’ for internal use) created their own 
knowledge institutions. 

In Period III, that institutionalization stopped under the influence of the war 
effort and/or was located within the war machine itself. Institute knowledge 
was seen as ‘oil’ for that machine, and the institutes as some of its many 
wheels. The social scientist Pfeffer therefore argued that his science was ‘used 
by the Reich’ for which a ‘higher legitimisation ... does not exist’.*” Indeed, 
this is a rather exact circumscription of the situation. Take Pfeffer’s own Aus- 


44 Stuttgart, 1943. 

45 Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, pp. 132ff. 

46 In 1937, the Wehrwissenschaftlichen Fakultät at the Technische Hochschule in Berlin was 
founded, in 1939 the Auslandswissenschaftliche Fakultät at the University of Berlin, etc. For 
the specific tasks which had to be performed, see Deutsche Ostforschung, referred to in Section 
4 below. Statistical data about these institutes can be obtained from H. Scurla, ‘Die deutschen 
wissenschaftlichen Auslandsinstitute', Zeitschrift für Politik, 32 (1942), 545—59 and F. Six's 
annual reports for 1941 and 1942 in the same journal (1941), 733ff. and (1942), 823ff. 

47 Cited by Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, pp. 136, 137. 


9107 ‘E1 Iud y uo Ausias YIOX MON W /S10'spurofp10]xo'u$8//:dju uro popeojumoq 


Social Sciences in Germany, 1933-1945 199 


landswissenschaftliche Fakultát (Foreign Science Faculty). This institute was 
an offshoot of SS-Stabsführer Six's department within the Rasse- und 
Siedlungshauptamt (Race and Settlement Main Office; RSHA).^* Till 1943, Six 
also remained dean of the faculty, and he, as well as some of his colleagues, 
acted as professor. Social scientists such as Ohlendorf, Hóhn, Beyer etc. worked 
directly for the RSHA;? the RSHA ‘expanded into the nucleus of many socio- 
logical institutes’ .?? 

The other side of this coin is that within the Nazi elite there was strong 
competition over the question of who would control a particular section of 
knowledge and the knowledge-producers. For the latter, a certain ‘free space’ 
was created under these circumstances, but the limitations to their position were 
still substantial. Three other characteristics of this situation should be mention- 
ed. 

The knowledge dealt with here is typical elite knowledge which had to 
remain secret from outsiders or other institutions. One can assume that this 
tule also governed mutual competition within the elite. Furthermore, this 
knowledge was oriented towards warfare in all its aspects. Thus, during Period 
MI, scientific activity in practice mostly had to support the so-called 'aufer- 
Deutsche, bzw. Besatzungs-, [and] Umsiedlungs-’ goals of the regime 
(resettlement of everyone except Germans or occupied people), etc. Many pre- 
conditions for those aims had already been set in Period II. Special institutes 
were transferred from the centre to peripheral Grenz-Universitüten (border 
universities) like Kónigsberg, Prague, Vienna, Posen, Strassburg or to the Ger- 
man periphery (viewed from the centre, Berlin) i.e. to Kiel, Leipzig, 
Frankfurt/Main etc.?! From those locations the bordering territories were sys- 
tematically studied with regard to social scientific issues such as demography, 
ethnicity, town-country relationships and so on. The knowledge-producers had 
to work as so-called Sonderbeauftragte (special representatives) outside Ger- 
many, more specifically in eastern Europe and mostly in Poland and the adjac- 
ent Russian areas. 

The last characteristic of this period is, in fact, the result of everything that 
has gone before. It is only recently that we have found out something about 
why all this groundwork was done. A connection with the concentration camps, 
gas chambers and other mass killings was not made at that time. In Period III 


^5 The RSHA was the most powerful organization in the regime because it combined the 
central SS commands of the Sicherheitspolizei and the Sicherheitsdienst which, first, had to 
watch over and destroy all internal and external (non-military) ‘enemies of the regime’. Chief 
of the RSHA was Heinrich Himmler, assisted by people like Reinhard Heydrich, Adolf Eich- 
mann, etc. See R. Hilberg, Die Vernichtung der europdischen Juden (Frankfurt/Main, 1990), 
pp. 292-7. 

^" Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, p. 152. 

°° Tbid., p. 159. For the work of sociologists in Nazi academic institutes, see the overview in 
C. Klingemann, ‘Social-scientific Experts—no Ideologues: Sociology and Social Research in the 
Third Reich’, in Turner and Kisler (eds.), Sociology, pp. 127-55. 

5! Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, p. 132. 
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publications, rather innocent concepts such as Umsiedlung, Umvolkung, 
Umschichtung, etc. were often used which could be translated as ‘removal’, 
‘change of place in a historical, demographic, ethnic, etc. sense’ (e.g. ethnic 
cleansing). Many words were prefixed with ‘Sonder-’ (special). In fact, these 
words are part of the secret language?? which camouflaged writings about what 
was probably the largest organized removal of people in history. Millions of 
Europeans were driven to new regions in order to change the ethnic compo- 
sition of large areas. Millions were transported to Germany to work for the 
most part under extremely poor conditions, and millions of Jews, Sinti and 
Roma, homosexuals, etc., were transported to their death in harsh work-camps 
or murder-machines. Another million people were visited at home by Sonder- 
kommandos (special units) in Poland and Russia and were taken away to secret 
locations to be shot. Had the Soviet Union lost the war, detailed plans 
developed by social scientists and others would have led to the extermination 
of another 40 million Minderwertigen.?? 

The number of publications in 1942/3 reflects this situation to some degree. 
It is remarkable that in these two years ten of the twenty-two publications are 
related to the sociology of labour and six to Sozialpolitik. Among them are 
several research reports from eastern Europe and also titles like Mitarbeit der 
Gefolgschaft (H. Kern et al., 1942), ‘Leistungssteigerung durch Menschen- 
führung’ (Th. Hupfauer, 1943), “Leistungsgradschatzung bei Maschinenarbeit? 
(F. Kappmeier, 1943), etc. In the field of social policies titles are available 
like ‘Siedlungsbereitschaft für den Osten’ (R. Hippius, 1942), “Zur Frage der 
Wanderung und Siedlung ... Ortelsburg (Ostpr.)’ (R. Harnisch, 1942), etc. As 
a consequence of the integration of disciplines discussed above, it is especially 
difficult in Period III to assign a publication to a specific discipline. 

Period III is the darkest chapter in the history of German social science. It 
took forty years to discover the first part of that chapter. “German sociologists’ 
working closely together with scholars from other disciplines (from biologists 
to geographers, from economists to lawyers) not only drew up the annexation 
and occupation plans and did the research, but were also very active in execut- 
ing their commands. A typical example was Otto Ohlendorf, nicknamed by 
Himmler the ‘Gralshiiter [Keeper of the Grail] des Nationalsozialismus’ ^*^ He 
was the director of the Inlandsnachrichtendienst ‘Deutsche Lebensgebiete’, 
which investigated (the change of) opinions within the German population. 
This brilliant scholar was the voluntary leader of Einsatzgruppe (Taskforce) D 
in 1941 with the task of hunting down communist leaders, Jews and Gypsies. 
He was directly responsible for the murder of at least 90,000 people. This 


52 An interesting compilation is given by K. Brackmann and R. Birkenhauer, NS-Deutsch. 
*Selbstverstündliche' Begriffe und Schlagwörter aus der Zeit des Nationalsozialismus 
(Straelen/Niederrhein, 1988). 

5 H. Boog et al., Der Angriff auf die Sowjetunion (Frankfurt/Main, 1991), pp. 498-506; M. 
Eickhoff et al., Der unvergessene Krieg (Cologne, 1981), pp. 35-46. 

5t Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, p. 153. 
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Einsatzgruppe was the first to use gas-vans to increase the rate of killings, 
especially of women and children.” The fact that highly educated people vol- 
untarily agreed to act as leaders of the most awful murder groups has never 
been explained.°° 

Apart from this kind of involvement, there is the work of the above-men- 
tioned Umsiedlungs- operations and, thus, the direct preparation of the ghettos, 
slave labour and the extermination of Jews and other Minderwertigen.>’ From 
the bibliography one can also easily grasp this side of the work of social scien- 
tists in Period III in the works of Bente, Beyer, Brandt, Otto Brunner, Max 
Frauendorfer, Wilhelm Grau, Theodor Oberlinder,*® the Seraphim brothers?? 
or Karl Thalheim (see Section 4 below, where I discuss the publication Deut- 
sche Ostforschung). 

The last activity of social scientists in Period III mentioned here concerns 
the work of the ‘old guard’. Hans Freyer is one of their best representatives. 
During this period Freyer was a director of the Deutsches Wissenschaftliches 
Institut (DWI, Institute of German Sciences) in Budapest. From 1941 onwards, 
he and his assistant, Helmut Schelsky, disseminated Kulturpropaganda 
(cultural propaganda) among the Hungarian intelligentsia using notorious Ger- 
man thinkers from Goethe to Max Weber as spearheads. Furthermore, in 


55 E. Jackel and J. Rohwer (eds), Der Mord an den Juden im Zweiten Weltkrieg 
(Frankfurt/Main, 1987), pp. 95, 107-11; G. Aly et al., Sozialpolitik und Judenvernichtung 
(Berlin, 1987), p. 17. For ‘the intellectual Ohlendorf see also Hilberg, Die Vernichtung, pp. 
300ff. 

56 Apart from Dr Otto Ohlendorf (sentenced to death and executed in 1951) there are, for 
instance, Dr Blume, Dr Filberts, Dr Sandberger, Dr Rasch, Dr Stahlecker, Dr Bradfisch, Dr 
Kroeger, Prof. Six, many lawyers and, at least, one practising priest. See Jackel and Rohwer 
(eds.), Der Mord, pp. 110-15. Together, they were personally responsible for the murder of, at 
least, one million people. For the work of the Einsatzgruppen of the RSHA see Hilberg, Die 
Vernichtung, pp. 287-411. 

57 The first publications in Germany about this kind of academic work were G. Aly and S. 
Heim in Aly et al., Sozialpolitik, and earlier writings from the Hamburger Institut für Sozialfor- 
schung. They gained a quite new insight into the practicalities of Lebensraum policies and the 
technical-bureaucratic work of Raumordnungs-, Siedlungs- etc. experts. At the same time M. 
Burleigh started his in-depth studies about similar academic strata responsible for the theory, 
planning and execution of the Endlósung, the euthanasia programme, the gigantic resettlement 
programmes, etc. See note 19 above and Burleigh's Germany turns Eastwards. A Study of Ostfor- 
schung in the Third Reich (Cambridge, 1988); M. Burleigh and W. Wippermann, The Racial 
State. Germany 1933-1945 (Cambridge, 1992). In the Netherlands this theme was discovered 
much earlier through the study of the Nazi theories of the so-called ‘central places’ connected 
with the names of W. Christaller, A. Lósch, etc. Their models were enforced during the war in 
the Dutch polders as part of Westforschung. Here a racially pure utopian society was to be 
erected, and after the war activities continued in that direction. Some government institutions 
even upgraded the Christaller *central places' into an all-embracing model for Dutch society. 
Yet even in the 1970s criticism of the Nazi background of the model could result in the loss 
of one's government job. H. Derks, De Armoede van het Ecologisme (Utrecht, 1975), pp. 353- 
74, and now also Derks, Deutsche Westforschung. 

58 For Oberlánder see G. Aly and S. Heim, Vordenker der Vernichtung. Auschwitz und die 
deutschen Pläne fur eine neue europäische Ordnung (Frankfurt/Main, 1991), pp. 92-7, 114—16. 

5 Ibid., pp. 95-101, 220-2. 

°° Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, pp. 108ff. 
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addition to its intelligence task for the German army and Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, the DWI also had to prepare the so-called Judenliste (list of Jews). It 
was about then that Hungary was formally annexed by the Reich (March 1944): 


Hungarian opposition leaders were rounded up wholesale by the Gestapo, and Adolf 
Eichmann arrived in Budapest with his Sondereinsatzkommando to organize the efficient 
murder of Greater Hungary’s 725,000 Jews, as well as over 100,000 ‘racially Jewish’ 
converts to Christianity. These subjects of Freyer’s frequent reports now became the 
victims of his compatriots. Even those conservative Hungarian intellectuals well dis- 
posed toward the DWI turned their back on him after March 1944, when the face of the 
SS began to replace that of Hans Freyer as the image of German culture in Budapest.*! 


4. National Socialism and Deutsches Wissen (‘German’ (NS) 
Knowledge) 


Main Headings 8 (‘Political Science’), 13 (‘History’) and 14 (‘Science’) in 
Table 2 will be discussed here only in a superficial way. 

For ‘Political Science’ (Heading 8), 39 per cent of its publications had 
already been issued by 1933/4. From then on, a rather quiet time followed until 
Period II, in which we see a new surge of publications. For the purposes of 
analysis, its eleven sub-headings were related to seven particular countries or 
geographical areas and to the four topics ‘Press’, ‘Liberalism’, 
*Marxism/Bolshevism' and ‘Staatslehre’ (“Theory of the State"). 

In 1933/4 this last sub-heading counted for the largest share in ‘Political 
Science’, i.e. nearly 40 per cent. A year later it decreased to 18 per cent, and 
until 1941 there were hardly any publications on this subject. In Period III, 
however, ‘Staatslehre’ jumped to 20 per cent. ‘England’ received the most 
attention, followed by *Europe'.9?? The perspective through which the English 
enemy was seen becomes clear from titles such as Der englische Krieg—auch 
ein jüdischer Krieg (K. Pfeffer, 1942). In these years Pfeffer alone wrote seven 
articles about English colonialism. Pfeffer's boss, the aforementioned SS- 
Stabsführer Six, published a great deal about Europe with titles such as ‘Das 
Reich und die Grundlegung Europas’, “Die Binnenkriege des europäischen 
Kontinents und der Einigungskrieg der Gegenwart', etc. 

‘History’ (Heading 13) develops rather evenly, with more than half of all the 
publications falling in Period II. Its seven sub-headings are ‘Agrarian History’, 
‘Economic History’, “Classical History’, ‘Kulturgeschichte’ (‘History of 
Civilization’), ‘History of Germany’, ‘Theory of History’ and ‘German His- 
tory’. This last item has the same connotation as ‘German Sociology’, ‘German 
Physics’, and so forth, i.e. the National Socialist brand of history, sociology 
or physics. The relationship between ‘German History’ and “Theory of History’ 
parallels the relationship between Volkskunde(lehre) and Gesellschaftslehre. 1 


6! J. Muller, The Other God that Failed. Hans Freyer and the Deradicalization of German 
Conservatism (Princeton, N.J., 1987), pp. 313, 314. 
© ‘England’ had 39 per cent and ‘Europe’ 16 per cent of the publications in 1942/3. 
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will return to this subject below. "Theory of History' had the most publications: 
in Period I 38 per cent, in Period II 46 per cent and in Period III 24 per 
cent. The second sub-heading, ‘German History’, had 22, 20 and 39 per cent, 
respectively. In ‘Theory of History’ one encounters ten articles or books by 
Kurt Breysig with titles such as Naturgeschichte und Menschheitsgeschichte 
(1933) and ‘Der Wille an unserem Tun’ (1942). Of the nine writings of Carl 
Brinckmann three fall under this sub-heading, for example, “Zum Methoden- 
streit unserer Zeitwende’ (1935). 

Also, the National Socialist publications of Otto Brunner are included under 
the sub-heading 'German History', like the still very influential Land und 
Herrschaft (1938, third impression 1942).9 He wrote Deutsche Ostforschung. 
Ergebnisse und Aufgaben seit der ersten Weltkrieg (1942) together with 
important personages like Hermann Aubin, Werner Conze, Theodor Schieder 
and Theodor Oberlinder.®* Here we find the kind of research which is not only 
in a technical sense typical of the new interdisciplinary way of work, but also 
in the ideological sense. Deutsche Ostforschung® represents the first serious 
research in which historians incorporate sociological, geographical and other 
knowledge in the service of a political idea. Aubin himself reproduces that 
knowledge abundantly in the bibliography with twelve titles including 'Die 
deutsche Volksgrenze im Osten’ (1941) and ‘Das Gesamtbild der mittelalter- 
lichen deutschen Ostsiedlung’ (1942). After the war this research became 
known in Germany as 'Strukturgeschichte',9* and it was carried out by the 
same scholars responsible for the Ostforschung, with all its consequences. 

The first main heading of the significant subjects, ‘Science’, has twenty-four 
sub-headings. Nineteen are related to the work of specific scholars discussed 
for some reason during these years. The other five are ‘University’, ‘Deutsche 
Wissenschaft , ‘Students’, ‘Intellectuals’ and ‘Typusbegriff (‘Type-Concept’), 


$3 Recently there seems to have been something of an Otto Brunner revival. His main war- 
time study has been translated (from the fourth or the fifth cleansed edition from 1959/65) by 
Howard Kaminsky and James Van Horn Melton (Land and Lordship. Structures of Governance 
in Medieval Austria (Philadelphia, 1992)). For Brunner, see Schónwálder, Historiker, and Derks, 
‘Uber die Faszination’. 

9^ For Oberlánder see note 58 above and for the others Burleigh, Germany Turns Eastwards, 
pp. 145ff, 160ff., 222ff., 317 and note 4. 

65 Apart from Burleigh, one can consult fruitfully R. Müller, Hitlers Ostkrieg und die deutsche 
Siedlungspolitik (Frankfurt/Main, 1991) and G. Aly, 'Endlósung'. Volkerverschiebung und der 
Mord an den europäischen Juden (Frankfurt/Main, 1995). One of the most instructive sources 
here is the 1939 edition of H. Aubin, Zur Erforschung der deutschen Ostbewegung, published 
by Hirzel Verlag (Leipzig), which issued many relevant writings from the Ost- as well as from 
the Westforschung (Steinbach, Petri, etc.). Burleigh only mentions the first date of publication 
(1937) and the post-war edition (1965). Of interest also is O. Auhagen, ‘Die Ansiedlung 
deutscher Bauern in den eingegliederten Ostgebieten', Schmollers Jahrbuch, 67 (1943), 89—102. 
There Auhagen stressed how ‘agrarian reform within the Reich and German colonization of the 
east were not only closely connected but were mutually reinforcing.’ The Ostforschung study 
could be extended through this notion and comparison with the Westforschung. 

$6 The concept of ‘Struktur’ has nothing to do with French structuralism or ‘structure’, as is 
explained in H. Derks, ‘Uber die Faszination'. It was already known in the Nazi literature: see, 
for example, N. Monzel, Struktursoziologie und Kirchenbegriff (Bonn, 1939). 


9107 ‘ET [dy uo Ausias YIOX MON W /210'spurofp10]xo'u$8//:dju uro popeojumoq 


204 Hans Derks 


which was very popular. In itself, this main heading is much too differentiated 
to be used for analysing periodic sequences of fragments of knowledge prop- 
erly. Notwithstanding this, some interesting data could be gleaned. 

The most inspiring scholars of the time were Ludwig Klages (twelve titles), 
Hegel, Nietzsche and Herder (ten each), Wilhelm Dilthey (nine), Max Weber, 
Oswald Spengler and Wilhelm Riehl (six each), Theodor Litt (five), Jahn and 
Fichte (four each) and Sombart, Bachofen and Stefan George (three each). It 
is tempting to study the relationships between their thoughts and theories and 
the National Socialist creeds and theories. We shall look at one example, Max 
Weber, a little more closely.°’ 

As with sociology in general, Max Weber and his work are not connected 
with National Socialism, except in a few cases. Jerry Muller's biography of 
Hans Freyer established that Max Weber was one of the cultural exports of 
the regime. The positive reception he received from sociologists was not the 
only proof of his popularity. From historians such as H. J. Beyer, Carl Brink- 
mann, O. Brunner and many others, one can learn which features of Weber’s 
writing attracted people even as the Nazi regime was collapsing. Beyer 
defended Weber in 1942 against K. H. Pfeffer, who accused him of playing 
with concepts: ‘... in many respects the new German Volkslehre is obliged to 
learn a lot from him about the epoch of big technology’.® In 1943 Brinkmann 
recounted Weber’s evocation of the national struggle with its racial and her- 
oic overtones.”° 

Max Weber was the sociologist who made the ‘(ideal) type-concept' popu- 
lar—which is also reflected in the bibliography. Thirteen publications are 
devoted to this concept. Under the heading ‘Typus’ in Schmidt’s Philoso- 
phisches Wörterbuch of 1943 one can read: ‘Therefore the forming of types 
must be pursued especially in situations in which the organic Whole has to be 
conceptually expressed: in disciplines such as biology, anthropology, Rassen- 
kunde ... sociology ...' ‘Types’ generally were regarded as the means by which 
to understand the organic ideology of Nazism. Kónig therefore is mistaken 
when he writes of 'the total absence' of a discussion of Weber in the Third 
Reich."! 

Under the main heading ‘Science’ most of the publications fall into the cate- 
gory ‘Deutsche Wissenschaft’ (twenty-four titles). Titles like ‘Streitbare Wis- 


57 For a complete statistical analysis of the Max Weber literature in these years see H. Derks, 
‘Das Ende eines einmaligen Phänomens? Die Max Weber Literatur 1920-1988’, Zeitschrift für 
Soziologie, 18 (1989), 282-97. 

55 R., C. Baum, The Holocaust and the German Elite. Genocide and the National Suicide in 
Germany, 1871—1945 (London, 1981), p. 289 and many other places. A most remarkable com- 
parison between Max Weber’s theories and Nazi practices comes from an unexpected source, 
namely Ernst Nolte, ‘Max Weber vor dem Faschismus’, Der Staat, 2 (1963), 1-24. 

© H. J. Beyer, ‘Die deutsche Schule der Soziologie’, Deutsches Archiv für Landes- und 
Volksforschung, 6 (1942), 189. 

7 C. Brinkmann, ‘Die Bedeutung Max Webers für die heutigen Sozialwissenschaften', Schmol- 
lers Jahrbuch, 67 (1943), 131. 

7! Konig, ‘Uber das vermeintliche Ende’, p. 32. 
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senschaft gegen die Feinde unserer Weltanschauung' (F. Six, 1935) or 'Deut- 
sche Wissenschaft auf neuem Wege' (J. Ammelounx, 1943) are representative. 
This gives us the best opportunity to change our perspective from pure aca- 
demic writing within an ideological context to ideological writing in an aca- 
demic context. 

Not surprisingly, the greatest number of publications belongs to the main 
heading ‘National Socialism’ (Heading 18): 138 books and 270 articles or a 
quarter of the entire bibliography. Figure 3 analyses this main heading: the 
right vertical axis gives the values for the whole of Heading 18 and the left 
axis those for the sub-headings. Table 2 has already shown that 52 per cent 
of the titles in this main heading were published in Period I, 28 per cent in 
Period II and 20 per cent in the last period. This development is reproduced 
in detail in Table 6 (Table 5 displays all of the sub-headings), which covers 
nearly 70 per cent of all publications under the main heading. This is an inter- 
esting result because it shows which concepts were seen as basic to Nazi ideol- 
ogy and theory: the 'Führer(prinzip) (Heading 18.2), ‘Volkskunde(lehre)’ 
(18.4), ‘the Third Reich’ (18.6) and ‘Der Staat? (18.9). 

From these data the following picture arises. I concluded above that only 
Headings 18 and 14 closely follow the curve in Fig. 1 and that only Heading 
18 contributes to the stability of the publications in the first two revolutionizing 
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EERE ERRER Führer (prinzip) (Heading 18.2) | 
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Figure 3 ‘National Socialism’ (Heading 18) and some of its sub-headings, 
1933-45. The labels for the years display the situation as at 31 December 
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Table 5: Sub-headings of Main Heading 18, ‘National Socialism’ 


Sub-headings B A P P 
(=B+A) (96) 
18.1 Germanen (German Tribe) 3 14 17 4 
18.2 Führer(prinzip) (Leadership Principle) 23 26 49 12 
18.3 Race 8 2l 29 7 
18.4 Volkskunde(lehre) (Study of Folklore) 38 52 90 22 
18.5 Jews 7 12 19 5 
18.6 Third Reich 16 40 56 14 
18.7 Fascism (Italian) 4 8 12 3 
18.8 War 4 1l 15 4 
18.9 Der Staat (the State) 21 62 83 20 
18.10 General Aspects 14 24 38 9 
Total 138 270 408 100 


P = publications; B = books; A = articles 


years. It is clear that this stability is a result of the large number of publications 
about Volkskunde(lehre) and the Third Reich. 

Furthermore, the great differences in the development of several sub-head- 
ings become evident. In Period II *Volkskunde(lehre)' and ‘Fiihrer(prinzip)’ 
were especially strong, with 33 per cent and 15 per cent of all NS publications; 
in 1942/3 (Period III) there was a second peak, particularly in publications 
under the headings ‘Der Staat" and ‘the Third Reich’. 

Is it remarkable that only nineteen publications were devoted to ‘Jews’? 
There are several reasons for this. First and foremost, this topic is (relatively) 
as secret as the information about, for example, Ohlendorf’s Inlandsnachricht- 
endienst (see above). Furthermore, most of the writings closely connected to 
the Endlósung (final solution) used camouflage words such as Umsiedlung, 
Umvolkung, etc. The publications on Germanen, race and Jews were mutually 
related. For all these reasons, the rules of research themselves (the title has to 
contain a clear indication of the content; only *non-camouflaged' publications 
can be counted) work against a higher rate of publicity about Jews or Jewish 
affairs. Only a specific study of the bibliography using different rules could 
produce other results. 

*Volkskunde(lehre)' (Heading 18.4) contains the most publications in absol- 
ute terms. A remarkable fact is that its literature practically stops in 1939; only 
six publications follow in the next five years. The analysis given in Deutsche 
Soziologie can be supported, because Volkskunde(lehre) shows the same devel- 
opment as Gesellschaftslehre. My thesis that both together formed the theoreti- 
cal nucleus of National Socialist ideology (Weltanschauung) can be further 
substantiated only in the following manner. 
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The perspective in which Volkskunde should be seen is suggested through 
titles like ‘Volkskunde als politische Wissenschaft’ (W. Hirschfeld-Werther, 
1937), ‘Die Volkskunde als Vorhalle der Staatswissenschaft’ (F. Pfister, 1935), 
‘Volkskunde als Grundwissenschaft der Lehrerausbildung’ (H. Freudenthal, 
1934) and ‘Theologische Volkslehre und christliche Geschichtsbetrachtung’ (H. 
Raskop, 1935). The aims for which it was used are evident from ‘Zur sozial- 
anthropologischen Bedeutung der Umvolkungsvorginge im Sudetenraum' (K. 
V. Müller, 1939). The transformation of Gesellschaftslehre into Volkskunde- 
lehre was completed in about 1940. At that time it became clear that the 
Wilhelm Riehl tradition within Gesellschaftslehre could succeed. The most 
important representatives of this Volkskunde were M. Boehm (fifteen titles) and 
M. Rumpf (twenty-five titles). A study of this branch is interesting not only 
because of its influence at the time, but also because of the current Heimat- 
Welle (German nostalgia wave). 

Half of all publications under Sub-heading 18.2, ‘Fiihrer(prinzip)’, were 
published in Period I, most of them in the first two years; in Period II 35 per 
cent were published and in the last period 14 per cent. This principle belongs 
to the nucleus of National Socialist ideology (Weltanschauung), and it states 
that every adherent (group — Gefolgschaft) had to follow the leader without 
question. Of all the leaders, Adolf Hitler was ranked the highest, and thus all 
Germans had to follow him blindly. This Führerprinzip gave the entire Nazi 
organization its harsh authoritarian cohesion at every level. It was antagonistic 
to parliamentary principles or, more generally, to egalitarian as well as indi- 
vidualistic principles. At the same time, it extended the old absolute monarch 
principle in the sense that, at every level of society and in every branch of 
every organization, a *monarch' stood at the top. Racial and biological back- 
ground also supplied the principle with the ‘facts’ of the ererbten Führerbega- 
bungen, the inherited abilities to be a leader. 

In the bibliography the whole complexity of this concept can be grasped in 
titles with the word ‘Fiihrer(prinzip)’, and also through the fifteen works of 
Hans F. K. Günther, the main ideologist in this field: from Volk und Staat in 
ihrer Stellung zu Vererbung und Auslese (1933) to Führeradel durch Sip- 
penpflege (1941). One is also confronted with the topic through, for example, 
Führung im Arbeitslager (H. Brausse, 1934), *Führertum in der deutschen und 
englischen Rechtspflege’ (A. Dieckhoff, 1935), H. Bergmann, 'Aktienrecht und 
Führerprinzip' (1935), Schmitt, ‘Das Führerprinzip in der Wirtschaft’ (1933) or 
H. Beer, ‘Fiihren und Folgen, Herrschen und Beherrschtwerden ...’ (1939), etc. 

The topic ‘the Third Reich’ (Heading 18.6) was almost totally confined to 
the first two years of Periods I and III. It is not surprising to learn that half of 
its publications deal with the eastern parts of that ‘Reich’, the osteuropdische 
Raum (east European sector). There are also other perspectives displayed in 
titles such as Volk und Staat als Grundlage des Reiches (E. Anrich, 1934) and 
Das unsterbliche Reich (J. Wehner, 1933). It seems as if in Period I program- 
matic aims predominate and in Period III propagandistic ones, as, for example, 
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Wissenschaft im Kampf um Reich und Lebensraum (P. Ritterbusch, 1942), 
‘Luther in der Sicht der Reichsidee’ (W. Grundmann, 1942), etc. 

The topic ‘Der Staat (Heading 18.9) developed in parallel with ‘the Third 
Reich’. Adolf Hitler defined the state as ‘a means to an end’ or more precisely: 
‘As Aryans we can only perceive a state as the living organism of a Volk, 
which not only has to guarantee the existence of this Volk, but through the 
extension of its spiritual and immaterial capabilities it also has to lead the 
Volk to its highest state of freedom.’”* This ‘vélkische Staat? (national state) 
acknowledges as its citizens only people with specific racial characteristics. 

In breaking down ‘Der Staat? (Sub-heading 18.9) into further sub-headings, 
significance can be assigned more easily. “State and Volk/Nation’ contains the 
most publications (twenty), concentrated especially in the first two years (60 
per cent). Next comes 'State and Foreign Policy' with fifteen, a subject with 
an even distribution over the three periods. ‘State and Lebensraum’ (thirteen 
titles) was divided equally between Periods I and III, while ‘State and Culture’ 
(thirteen) was concentrated (70 per cent) in 1933/4. The other sub-headings 
did not show such clear characteristics. Generally, one can conclude that 
internal matters in particular were concentrated in Period I and those related 
to external affairs in Period III. The first kind were represented by titles like 
‘Staatsraum und Wirtschaftsraum’ (A. Predöhl, 1934), Die ideologischen 
Grundlagen der Staats- und Wirtschaftsauffassung des Nationalsozialismus ... 
(E. Raue, 1934) and the many writings of O. Koellreutter, Carl Schmitt or 
Arnold Gehlen (‘Der Staat und die Philosophie’, 1935). The external affairs of 
the Nazi state were treated in the work of Reinhard Hóhn such as, for example, 
‘Der Kampf um die Wiedergewinnung des deutschen Ostens’ (1941). 


VI 


Ralf Dahrendorf suggested that we choose a double strategy to digest the bitter 
experience of National Socialism that was felt in so many countries and 
societies of the world: firstly, scientific and secondly, historic. This concluding 
section is devoted to a contribution to both of these strategies. In Sections 1— 
3 below I discuss the scientific results of my study while in Section 4 the 
historical context of the bibliography analysed above is given by reference to 
an outline history of the Bibliographie der Sozialwissenschaften (BdS) issued 
by the Statistisches Reichsamt in Berlin between 1905 and 1950. The changes 
in ideology of the latter institution, which is so closely related to the subject 
of my article, illuminate our bibliographical analysis in a highly revealing way. 
Let us start with the former strategy, to which purpose several key questions 
were posed at the beginning of the article, concerning the subject matter of 
and changes in the social sciences in the period under discussion. I proposed, 


7 Cited in Schmidt, Philosophisches Wörterbuch. 
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firstly, a specific conjuncture of the three periods, each with its ‘slump’ and 
‘revival’. 


1. Development of the Social Sciences, 1933-1945 


Period I (1933-6) is a time of rapid change for scientists and scientific insti- 
tutions. A certain ideology and socio-political system exacted acceptance or 
adjustment and posed quite new but still unspecified demands. Sociology at 
that time was only one part of the social sciences (and a small proportion of 
the titles in the bibliography). For the Nazi regime it was necessary not only 
to ask for a National Socialist science but also, if necessary, to appoint new 
people and develop new guidelines, aims and procedures. Often this happened 
in the form of a critique of the social sciences of the Weimar period or of the 
sociology of the Systemzeit. In any case, one has to look for a new division 
of labour between the several disciplines under the umbrella of some general 
set of axioms. It was, therefore, a time of catharsis and of renewal reproduced 
in numerous programmatic texts. 

What became the ‘new practice’ was rather unclear for the older generation 
of social scientists, historians, philosophers or economists, while the younger 
ones were still burning books instead of studying them (not infrequently at 
the instigation of older ones like the Fiihrer of German philosophers, Martin 
Heidegger).’* That the situation was unsettled for all scientists, old and young, 
is revealed by one of younger ones, Justus Beyer, who declared in 1934: ‘The 
steps to change science fundamentally are not taken by the political leadership. 
Regarding science it shows the highest form of reservation ...'"^ In part, this 
was an expression of naiveté, but it also points to the general enthusiasm of 
most German scientists and the widespread willingness to cooperate. 

Still, there is an inevitable conflict between the older and younger generation 
of scholars, which can clearly be followed in, for instance, the development 
of sociological theory/theory of society (Gesellschaftslehre). In this Period I, 
it was still uncertain whether or not this theoretical tradition would be reformed 
into a new Volkskundelehre, a new Staatslehre or whatever. That a fundamental 
change had to come was the only certainty: every science, natural or social, had 
to receive the epithet ‘Deutsche’. This change is reflected in the bibliography in 
two aspects: the general decrease in publications in 1935/6 and the remarkable 
rise of titles under the heading *Volkskunde(-lehre) . 

In particular, the year 1935 with its unprecedented decline in publications 
needs further research, for example related to the emigration of scholars, either 
abroad or within Germany, the so-called ‘innere Emigration’ (internal 
emigration). The available statistics, however, do not necessarily support the 


7 See E. Ettinger, Hannah Arendt, Martin Heidegger. Eine Geschichte (Munich, 1995), pp. 
63ff. 
74 Rammstedt, Deutsche Soziologie, p. 50. 
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idea that the low output in publications in this year is due to emigration. In 
1935 the lowest level of emigration was reached," and few social scientists 
emigrated. Furthermore, as Fig. 2 reveals, in 1935 publications under the head- 
ing “National Socialism’ declined as well. In my view, an explanation for this 
decline has to be sought in another direction: the pressures of reconstruction 
are considered responsible for the drop in publications; everybody was too busy 
with his own and other people's jobs, with his and others’ adjustment to the 
Nazi regime. 

Period II (1937-41), in particular, is the time when victory over the regime's 
internal and external enemies was complemented by a victory of Volkskunde- 
lehre over Gesellschaftslehre. This happened through a well functioning, new 
and rather effective scientific infrastructure or through total acceptance of the 
National Socialist doctrine (Führerprinzip, etc.) as the ultimate source of scien- 
tific thought and activities. The social sciences (and history, philosophy, 
geography, etc.) from the Systemzeit became fully obsolete, as did the Deutsche 
Soziologie, programmatically envisaged in Period I. Now only one Deutsches 
Wissen came into existence, consisting of practical interdisciplinary knowledge 
for day-to-day tasks surmounted by an interdisciplinary theory. In the end, this 
received its inspiration from the Führer himself. The analysis shows how the 
interdisciplinary theory obtained its main elements from Volkskundelehre, 
Staatslehre, | Geschichtstheorie and ganzheitliche Philosophie (integral 
philosophy). This last element connects the traditional German way of thinking 
of Goethe, Herder and Fichte to the modern way of Nietzsche, Klages, Wilhelm 
Riehl, Dilthey or Max Weber. Typenlehre (study of types) became popular as 
its main methodological instrument. Not only for Germany itself, but also for 
the development of this Deutsches Wissen, the acceleration of the war into total 
war was devastating. 

In Period III (1942—5), the consistency of the integrated Deutsches Wissen 
was put to the test for the first time. In 1938/9, the enthusiasm for making war 
and the first victories triggered its rise. However, the pressures of the war 
economy and war society reduced at the same time its development to a direc- 
tional focus (Lebensraum im Osten) with only one aim (conquest/repression). 
All the main and sub-headings of the analysis display this fundamental change. 
Within the interdisciplinary theory only Staatslehre could expand. The practice 
of ethno-political policies, however, matched that of the geo-political ones: the 
largest military operations ever seen in history resulted not only in the greatest 


75 H. A. Strauss, 'Some Demographic and Occupational Characteristics of Emigrés', in H. A. 
Strauss et al. (eds.), International Biographical Dictionary of Central European Emigrés 1933— 
1945 (Munich and New York, 1983), vol. II, Part 1, pp. Ixxviii-Ixxxvi. This is the conclusion 
from a sample of about 600 biographies of a total of about 4,200. Of the émigrés, roughly 30% 
left Germany in 1933 and 40% in 1938/9; in 1935 only 6% left the country. It is nearly imposs- 
ible to say anything about the percentage of social scientists in the sample. About a third of the 
sample is designated as ‘student’, and this must include all categories of educational institutions 
(2896 of the sample is younger than 19 years); 'scientists and engineers' are not social scientists 
who can, in fact, only be found under ‘university teachers’, with only 8% of the sample. 
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number of dead soldiers, but also influenced all lives and communities east of 
the Elbe and Oder in the severest fashion. Often they were eradicated whole- 
sale. The personal histories of the sociologists, historians, etc. who directed 
their attention to the east and subsequently fell in the mud of the defeated 
German armies reflect the changes in this period. Michael Burleigh writes about 
famous social scientists such as Ohlendorf, Freyer and Schelsky or about his- 
torians like Aubin, Brunner, Schieder etc., most of whom stepped into new 
positions of power after the war: 


While it is doubtful whether any of the scholars considered here influenced major geo- 
political decisions, ethnic-political policy was another matter. That is why, despite the 
exigencies of wartime, the subject enjoyed continuous institutional expansion ... 
Exponents of the view that academics were without influence have to explain why hard- 
headed SS managers thought and acted otherwise. Rightly or wrongly the latter recog- 
nised that the domination of conquered populations ... could be achieved through 
research institutes in Berlin or Breslau, as well as on the snows of Russia or in the gas 
chambers of Auschwitz. As scholarly experts on the East, the Ostforscher had a distinc- 
tive contribution to make ..." 


2. Other Concluding Remarks 


It still seems appropriate to criticize the continuing underestimation and ridicule 
of academic performance of that time, comparable to ‘underestimation of an 
enemy'. This is related to strange attitudes towards 'theoretical studies' (see 
Table 4). The present analysis is an example of how to implement Dahrendorf's 
programme, as outlined in the quotation at the beginning of this article. To 
continue this process, it seems worthwhile to define in a more precise way the 
differences between a National Socialist and, for example, post-war West Ger- 
man theorizing in history, social sciences and so on. After the war, only a few 
scientists in all disciplines had to leave their posts,” and a considerable part 
of ‘normal science’ returned to being pure Legitimations-Wissenschaft (science 
of justification). 

Consequently, in effect all kinds of methods practised and developed during 
the Nazi period have been used uncritically up to the present. This also seems 
to be the reason why it took so long for German scientists to study the role 
of ‘their colleagues’ of 1933-45 and why it was not until the 1970s that German 
social scientists or historians (at that time only the critical ones such as the 
‘Frankfurt School’ or the ‘Bielefeld School’) could gain international attention. 
On the other hand, this could also explain why it is so difficult to discuss 
certain issues, because Nazi practice could be involved as, for instance, in the 
ongoing euthanasia and abortion debates. 

There is, however, another side to this problem. From the quantitative analy- 
sis the impression arises that certainly in the first two periods there was room 


76 Burleigh, Germany Turns Eastwards, pp. 9, 10. 
77 See, for example, the historian U. Herbert, ‘Als die Nazis wieder gesellschaftsfáhig wurden. 
Vom raschen Wiederaufstieg der NS-Elite’, Die Zeit, 10 Jan. 1997. 
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for considerable debate. Of course, these did not concern fundamental political 
attacks on the regime or the person of the Führer, etc., but in other areas there 
were important discussions. The ongoing debate between the (older) supporters 
of Gesellschaftslehre and the (younger) supporters of Volkskundelehre touched 
the very ideological heart of the Nazi regime. Both kinds of conservatism had 
to look for some accommodation with Staatslehre. 

Next, it is quite an eye-opener to ascertain how many of the publications in 
the bibliography are ‘really’ National Socialistic. Thanks to the broad range of 
this study one can say that 568 publications served strict Nazi propaganda aims, 
another 558 were directly related to the decision-making process within NS 
institutions, and the remaining 572 were in some way or other responsible 
for co-determining the 'atmosphere'. Therefore, certainly 66 per cent of the 
publications qualified as National Socialist, while for 34 per cent such a quali- 
fication could not be directly obtained from the title descriptions. 


3. A First Evaluation 


It is not easy to test the quantitative results of my analysis. However, Fafler 
researched the amount and content of university dissertations and Habili- 
tationsschriften (postdoctoral theses) from 1929 to 1943 in all disciplines and 
in particular the social sciences. He supports some of the findings in the 
following way: in 1929 he counted in total 4,035 dissertations in all sciences; 
in 1936 the number was still 4,135, while from 1937 onwards a clear decline 
is seen, to 1,844 in 1942. The Habilitationsschriften, which have a much higher 
academic standing because only they opened the way to a professorship, fol- 
lowed quite a different development. There were thirty-five of them in 1932, 
the first year of the survey. This had increased four years later to forty-five. 
From that date onwards, however, the number doubled and tripled, with the 
highest score of 140 in 1939. In 1942 there were still ninety-five Habili- 
tationsschriften. 

From this, one can conclude that between Weimar publications and Nazi 
publications there was a seamless continuation of these typical academic forms, 
and not a sharp break as is suggested here by the data directly after 1934. This 
can be explained by the character of the works, which are pivotal for academic 
careers, whereas I was concerned with the 'day-to-day' publications. Only a 
few academics were willing to end their careers for political reasons. Further- 
more, after 1935/6 the increase in dissertations and in particular in Habili- 
tationsschriften involves a predominance of mathematics, natural sciences and 
the like. The modernization of the regime and the development of (war) tech- 
nology are represented in this trend. The increase (and the decrease from 1939 
onwards) parallels my Period II publications. One could also conclude that 


78 M. Fafler, ‘“Geistige SA" und “politische Hochschule", in Jaeggi et al., Geist und Kata- 
strophe, pp. 78-135. 
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social science publication has different characteristics from that of other 
branches of knowledge or from the ‘average’. 

Fafler's data about the social sciences relate to only 325 dissertations and 
Habilitationsschriften” divided between seven headings which are undifferen- 
tiated combinations of items such as ‘political theoretical works, law, organiza- 
tion’ or ‘national education, psychology, race’, etc. Therefore, comparisons are 
rather difficult to make. Still, there are some remarkable correspondences with 
my results. Two items (broadly speaking “social-economic affairs’ and ‘town— 
country relations’, together 35 per cent of his publications) follow the same 
sequence of three periods. The items ‘publications/propaganda’ and 
‘rationalization/selection’ (together 15 per cent of his publications) are almost 
solely concentrated in the actual war years, i.e. the first part of my Period III. 
This matches my results. The first three items (broadly speaking related to 
programmatic affairs, ideology and nation building; together 51 per cent) are 
mainly concentrated in my Period I and the beginning of Period II to which 
they belong functionally. However, more comparisons are possible with the 
Bibliographie der Sozialwissenschaften. 


4. A Historical Context for a Bibliographic Analysis 


The introductory story about Theodor Geiger as ‘one of the most important 
German sociologists’ (Dahrendorf) shows how even our first-hand knowledge 
of the period is in need of serious scrutiny. This article sheds new light on an 
‘inner conjuncture’ of the Nazi period through an in-depth analysis not of the 
social scientists but of their published output and of the ‘administration’ of 
knowledge. The story about Geiger could be the starting point for a renewal 
of the debate about sociologists’ support of the regime or for the discussion 
of neglected themes like the failure of a German Socialist opposition to the 
rise of the Nazis. The main thrust of the article, however, is of a more general 
nature, i.e. the reflection of the rise, expansion and decline of the Nazis in the 
period’s production and output of academic knowledge. Now we can extend 
the scope of this history to the beginning of the century and even to a few 
years after the Second World War. Our historical analysis thus becomes incor- 
porated into a wider framework from which the principal characteristics given 
below can serve as conclusions to our analysis as well. 

As indicated in Section III, the data used for this article were derived by 
Rammstedt and colleagues from the BdS. From 1905 to 1945 the BdS published 
nearly a million titles and, during the period in question, about 220,000. 
Although an analysis is unnecessary and impossible, some general comments 
must be made about the changes the bibliography underwent from 1933 to 
1945 as they support the hypotheses of my article in a rather spectacular way. 


” Ibid., pp. 115-35. Only 10% of these titles are mentioned in Rammstedt’s bibliography 
as well. 
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It is strange that Rammstedt et al. did not notice these changes and that I only 
discovered them when searching for more proof of the claimed linkage of book 
titles with ideological tendencies. 

The editors (Hermann Curth and Helene Bulcke) regarded the BdS as the 
first of its kind, fulfilling the task of producing comprehensive economic and 
political documentation.®° They also identified it as the only bibliography in 
the world of such magnitude, which held to its multi-lingual profile until 1937. 
From 1925 the subjects were spread over eleven chapters, which probably par- 
alleled the internal organization of the Statistisches Reichsamt of the BdS. In 
any event, the number of chapters in the BdS remained unchanged, perhaps 
reflecting firm bureaucratic roots, until 1935/6. 

Curiously enough, on the first page of the 1933 issue devoted to Sozialwis- 
senschaftliche Methode. Quellen und Handbücher (Social Sciences Methods. 
Sources and Handbooks), only eight out of the twenty-seven titles were in 
German or about German subjects. Even hearings before the United States 
Congress (on coinage, unemployment, etc.) are mentioned. Another impression 
from the first year of our analysis is that the 162 columns of the first two 
issues in 1933 were mainly (c. 51 per cent) devoted to Wirtschaftskunde und 
Wirtschaftspolitik (economic science and policy) and other economic and fin- 
ancial subjects. This Chapter VII remained the backbone of the bibliography 
in the Third Reich. In only one heading did the word ‘sociology’ appear: ‘So- 
ziologische Grundprobleme’ (Fundamental Sociological Problems), with only 
two columns. 

The organization of the BdS remained unchanged in 1934, but from January 
1935 the first seemingly superficial alterations were made. In this and the fol- 
lowing year some of the chapters became streamlined, renamed, combined or 
split. The first signs of a more comprehensive approach appeared. The chapters 
on foreign and national (innere) policy were combined, indicating a fundamen- 
tal change in the way of thinking about politics. A novel chapter heading 
announced for the first time the advent of a new ideology and regime, i.e. 
‘Allgemeine Léünderkunde, Bevölkerung, Rasse’ (General Regional Studies, 
Population, Race). Again the word ‘sociology’ is mentioned only once, but 
now in the other novel chapter heading 'Geschichts- und Kulturphilosophie. 
Soziologie’ (Historical and Cultural Philosophy. Sociology). Is the introduction 
of these two new names symbolic of the conflict between the rising Volkskunde 
and the older Gesellschaftslehre? In any case, it reflected the activities in Per- 
iod I. 

A most substantial change, however, came in Period II with the renaming 
of BdS as Bibliographie der Staats- und Wirtschaftswissenschaften (BSW; Bib- 
liography of Political Science and Economics) in January 1937. Now, the bibli- 


8° As a main source for the following, I used a highly interesting Sonderheft by Curth and 
Bulcke: Einführung in die systematische Anordnung der Jahrgänge 1905-1936, ed. Statistisches 
Reichsamt (Berlin, 1937). It contains a history of the BdS (1905-36), a comparative review of the 
organization of the BdS in 1906, 1917 and 1936, and an overview/analysis of selection criteria. 
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ography became generally politicized. For instance, “Sozial- und Wirtschaftsge- 
schichte’ (Social and Economic History) changed into ‘Wirtschafts- und 
Verwaltungsgeschichte’ (Economic and Administrative History) with a clearly 
indicated subheading of ‘Politische Geschichte’ (Political History). Added to 
the main heading ‘Geschichts- und Kulturphilosophie. Soziologie’ were ‘Staats- 
philosophie’ (Philosophy of States) and ‘Rechtsphilosophie’ (Philosophy of 
Law); numerous other sub-headings were directly related to NS items (from 
‘Erbflege’ to ‘Autarkie’ and ‘Judentum ). 

The next changes occurred in January 1942, the start of Period III. Under 
the traditional Chapter VIII, ‘Sozialpolitik’ (Social Politics), the main heading 
"Arbeitsorganisation. Gewerkschaftsbewegung’ (Work Organization. Union 
Movement) disappeared; the same occurred with the traditional main heading 
*Rechtsentwicklung. Strafrechtspflege’ (Legal Development. Criminal Justice) 
in Chapter X (‘Innere und Gufere Politik’; Foreign and National Politics). The 
strongest symbol of Period III was the introduction of a new main heading in 
this chapter: ‘Wehrpolitik. Wehrwirtschaft. Weltkrieg! (Military Politics. Mili- 
tary Economy. World War) with sub-headings like ‘Besetzte Gebiete 
(Occupied Areas). 

A year later, however, at the peak of Period III, a total reconstruction of the 
BSW was undertaken. The Kriegwerdung under the aegis of the ultimate Lehre 
of Volk und Staat led to the re-design of the BSW according to the pre-formed 
model of Nazi society in all its ideal-typical hierarchy. This design made per- 
fectly clear the context, kinds of knowledge and combinations of data which 
were relevant to the Nazi regime. Chapter I became *Volks- und Staatslehre. 
Geschichtsphilosophie. Soziologie" with the headings ‘Kultur und Rasse. Nordi- 
sche Kultur—Judenfrage—Kommunismus—Sozialistische Theorien. Utopien’ 
(Culture and Race. Nordic Culture—Jewish Question—Communism—Social- 
istic Theories. Utopias). The editors remarked that this chapter had ‘precedence 
over all the others'. Chapter II became 'Volk, Raum und Rasse' (People, Space 
and Race) with headings directly related to all the well-known features of a 
centralized (‘oikoidal’) state.?! These two were projected as the summit of a 


*! In the following analysis I apply results of former research, as mentioned in note 5. The 
Aristotelian use of the Greek oikos (house, family, household), which stresses, among other 
things, the absolute power of the pater familias over the life and death of wives and children 
or the virtues of an autarkic, agricultural-based economy, became, from the early modern period, 
the model for the monarchical or aristocratic household and state. The political as well as the 
economic aspects of this oikos were the subject of the most powerful European theories of 
society (from Bodin to Roman Catholicism, from mercantilism to nineteenth-century 
cameralism). In some way or other they all stressed princely autocracy or paternalism, (strong) 
state influence over the economy, etc. Political and economic freedoms, as they developed in 
urban commercial and industrial centres, were always viewed with great suspicion by this state- 
centred thinking. In the nineteenth century a real and effective bourgeois counter-concept, the 
market with its ‘laws’ of supply and demand, developed. The real battle of Oikos gegen Markt, 
as Max Weber would say, started with the rise of industrial and financial capitalism. Therefore, 
below I use the adjective ‘oikoidal’ to refer not only to its literal meaning (‘of or representing 
the oikos, house, etc.) but first and foremost to an autocratic state-centred concept with a long 
European tradition. A good introduction to the relevant ‘oikoidal theories’ has recently been 
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value hierarchy. What had stood at the top a year before, "Theory and Tech- 
niques of Statistics', was sent to the bottom of the pyramid. This resembles 
the construction of a model society, a Ganzheit (whole); in its way this design 
was consistent. 

In realizing a utopian model of society on paper, the ‘interdisciplinary 
reduction of the social sciences’ could also be pushed forward. In other words, 
the reduction from the bureaucratically fixed eleven chapters to seven plus two 
was not only a fundamental political act but a model for the reconstruction of 
the social sciences in the sense that they now became mutually related parts 
in a whole. 

‘Finanzpolitik’ (Financial Policy), which had always remained a separate 
chapter, was now incorporated with 'Staats- und Gemeindefinanzen’ (National 
and Local Finances) in Chapter III, ‘Innere und äußere Politik’. Even ‘Wehrpo- 
litik. Wehrwirtschaft. Weltkrieg! disappeared as a separate chapter to become 
incorporated in Chapter III. Therefore, this chapter can be considered as ‘practi- 
cally' the most important chapter through which the 'top' (Chapters I and II) 
reproduced itself in a political sense in a war society and in the occupied areas 
outside Germany. The next four chapters—’ Sozialpolitik? (Social Policy), 
‘Volkswirtschaftslehre’ (Study of Political Economy), ‘Betriebs- 
wirtschaftslehre’ (Business Management Studies) and the only chapter common 
to the BdS and the BSW, ‘Wirtschaftslage und Wirtschaftspolitik’ (Economic 
Situation and Economic Policy)—represented the social and economic exploi- 
tation of the Reich established by the world war. The last two—‘Theorie und 
Technik der Statistik’ (Theory and Technique of Statistics) and ‘Biographien. 
Bibliographien. Handbücher’ (Biographies. Bibliographies. Handbooks)—were 
clearly seen as toolkits and nothing else. 

According to the editors, this total reconstruction became necessary because 
they had to accept ‘new fundamental developments’. They added, however, 
that this could be done ‘without endangering the continuity of the entire struc- 
ture’. This was as utopian as the new guiding philosophy of the BSW: the total 
collapse of the bibliography came just a few months later as part of the general 
collapse of all literature (see Fig. 1). In other respects too the ‘continuity of 
the entire structure’ was in danger. Its multi-linguistic and international profile 
had always been its hallmark. Now, on the first page of the last issue I could 
consult (July/Sept. 1943), only four foreign titles appeared among a total of 
forty-five: the trend through the years to ‘Germanize’ the BdS seems to have 
ended in a total loss of foreign titles. Two of them were from ‘friendly’ Italian 
articles and two from English-language books. 

It seems, furthermore, safe to assume that the old and fundamental conflict 
between the Party and the State is hidden behind the editors’ explanation.*” 


given by D. Lindenfeld, The Practical Imagination. The German Sciences of State in the Nine- 
teenth Century (Chicago and London, 1997). 

82 W, Benz, Herrschaft und Gesellschaft im nationalsozialistischen Staat (Frankfurt/Main, 
1990), pp. 47-62. 
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Even the Statistisches Reichsamt, traditionally an unshakeable rock in the state 
bureaucracy, had to bow before the ‘party’s ideological war with the titles’. 

Finally, I have to say something about the political-philosophical back- 
ground of the BdS/BSW. In 1937 the BdS editors said the following about their 
employer, the Statistisches Reichsamt, and their bibliography: 


In the bibliography the concept ‘social sciences’ was never seen in the sense of a science 
of the Social Question or Social Policy, but always as the very concept of the whole 
of Staats- und Wirtschaftswissenschaften. These were developed in particular by Robert 
von Mohl and Lorenz von Stein in complete accord with German cameralism. The 
science of German statistics has the same cameralistic roots. As statistical-geographical 
Staaten- und Völkerkunde it remains within the same development.*? 


This may be the justification of this bureaucracy for renaming the BdS as 
the BSW, but it might be that the editors or ‘outside pressures’ tried to impose 
their view on the necessary reconstruction of the institute. The polarization 
between Gesellschaftslehre and Volkskundelehre met here again was not yet 
finalized. 

The renaming, firstly, proves again the need for a change in perspective from 
‘sociology’ to ‘social sciences’ which is explained above (Section I). In a more 
fundamental way, the transformation of the BdS between Period I and Period 
III and the editors’ statement display a basic shift from an ideal-typical state- 
centred (‘oikoidal’), cameralistic Gesellschaftslehre (camera = the aristocratic 
or monarchical house, the oikos) via the more or less rationalized model of the 
Weimar period into a new state-centred model from the National Socialists. 
The intriguing question is the degree to which the first system differs from the 
last. In other words, we are dealing with a transformation from an 
idealistic/metaphysical system (Von Mohl/Stein) into another system of the 
same kind via the ‘black box’ of the Weimar period, represented in the bibli- 
ography as ‘a technical system’. 

Against these state-centred approaches one can juxtapose the characteristi- 
cally random market-led way of organizing knowledge (Max Weber’s ‘Oikos 
versus Market’). A good example is A London Bibliography of the Social 
Sciences, published by the London School of Economics from 1931 onwards. 
This extensive bibliography is simply made as a dictionary, as an alphabetically 
organized list of subjects. Nothing more, nothing less: everybody can demand 
what he needs from what is supplied without being subjected to a value-over- 


83 Statistisches Reichsamt (ed.), Einführung, p. 5. 

84 For the historical context see H.-U. Wehler, Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte (Munich, 
1989 etc.), vol. I, p. 396, vol. IL, pp. 297—322, vol. II, pp. 857-64. The history of this Gesell- 
schaftslehre has been discovered not only through the life and times of R. von Mohl (1799— 
1875) and L. von Stein (1815—90), but also through the history of mercantilism, the 'political 
arithmetic’ of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and, in particular, through the so-called 
‘Hausvaterliteratur’. See Derks, ‘Uber die Faszination’. In the bitter ongoing discussion about 
the modernity of the Nazi regime—in my view a rather chimerical debate—the shift discussed 
in note 81 above from a (cameralistic) ‘oikoidal’ to a (revised) ‘oikoidal’ regime should be 
considered. See, for example, Burleigh and Wippermann, Racial State, pp. 7—23, 304ff. 
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loaded system. This is in opposition to the German (and continental?) BdS/BSW 
which, in the end, are based on what the state supplies to and demands from 
its subjects and allows them to know. Therefore, one can say that in the end, 
in Period II, a typical state-centred thought-system became combined in this 
bibliography with a typical, newly invented tradition. The cameralistic tra- 
ditions returned in a new uniform decorated by a swastika. Therefore, in the 
well-known and ongoing debate, the history of the BdS/BSW could also be 
of interest. 

After the war the BdS and not the BSW was revived,® although again Curth 
and Bulcke were co-responsible for the result. Can we really be surprised at 
how the editors described their fresh start? In the preface they announced: ‘The 
tradition of the carefully considered methodical order will be continued as 
before in the modern successor to the BdS.’ In the new BdS one can discover 
(many fewer) titles but nothing that suggests an order or system of any type. 
But there was no room either for the (market) alternative. Now, fifteen chapters 
were headed ‘Wirtschaftstheorie’, while the former prominent chapters were 
slightly renamed and placed at the end (Chapters 13 and 14) with the other 
‘traditional’ chapters placed at random in between. There was not even a 
shadow of the former ‘glory’; the traditional ‘order’ was not reproduced 
because it had led to paralysis. There was no trace of an explanation or argu- 
ment about choices, criteria and so on. 

Did this symbolize the so-called *Stunde Null', the start from scratch in 
1945? Certainly, but in bibliographical terms it was not an absolute “Zero Hour’ 
because, together with the firm decision to start Jahrgang 1, the BdS introduced 
itself as ‘Neue Folge’, which inevitably points to a previous history. At the 
time it was clear what kind of cruel history had given rise to the new Bd$S. 
However, the highly ambivalent way in which the editors reacted to that history 
was symptomatic of the age, and so this article had to start as it did. 


35 Bibliographie der Sozialwissenschaften, ed. R. Schaeder, 42. Jahrgang. Neue Folge Jahrgang 
1 (Góttingen, 1950). 
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